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Current 


The Court of Appeal, 

On Wepnespay Lord Justice Vavanan WItLIAMs announced 
that on Friday (the day of publication of this journal) Lord 
Justice Srrrtine would be sitting in Court of Appeal No. 1, and 
Lord Justice Cozzns-Harpy would take his place in Court No. 2. 
Bankruptcy appeals would not be taken on that day, and if 
there was any outstanding Chancery appeal which could probably 
be disposed of before the middle of the day, the court would be 
prepared to hear it then. 


The Late Mr. T. C. Wright. 

WE peEgrty regret to announce the death of Mr. Tuomas 
Cooxe Wricat, the veteran conveyancing counsel, known, 
to the Chancery bar and a long succession of Chancery 
judges, as not only a skilful and learned draftsman and the 
collaborator with the late Mr. Davipson in the preparation of 
that collection of precedents which has never yet been sur- 
passed, but also as one of the most charming and interesting of 
conversationalists; and cherished by his many friends as the 
kindliest, most sociable, and most courteousof men. It seems 
but yesterday since he was walking through Lincoln’s-inn, with 
his sturdy step unweakened by the weight of years, and his 
cheery greeting ready for every one. He had, however, for 
some two or three w been confined to bed with a dangerous 
ailment, and the end came on Thursday morning. We hope 
next week to give a more extended notice of his career. 


The Public Trustee Bill. 

Ar THE TIVE when we commented on the Public Trustee Bill 
last week, we had not had the report of the close of the discussion 
of the Bill by the Standing Committee on Law. Never, perha 
has a measure of so much importance, and touching so nearly the 
private affairs of the people, gone through a committee with so 
slight a consideration of its probable consequences. It seems to 
have been treated as quite an everyday matter to establish a new 
public department with a highly-paid chief official at the head of 
a central office in London and a multitude of subordinate officials 
and branch offices throughout the country. The expense will 


Topics. 


either fall upon the public or will be a perfectly new burden upon 
trusts, and the interference of the officials will be fraught with 
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clause which would have enabled the office to be closed after 
five years when its uselessness had been demonstrated, and have 
also refused a clause which would have restricted the continu- 
ance of the Act. The effect is that, should the Bill pass, vested 
interests will be immediately created and the cost of getting 
rid of the system will be proportionately increased. Moreover, 
a clause has been introduced that, except as otherwise provided 
by rules under the Act, any person who is employed at a salary 
shall be appointed by the Lord Chancellor. As the Lord 
Chancellor will make the rules, this means that he will have in 
his hands a substantial addition of patronage. This con- 
sideration alone should be a bar to schemes of this nature for 
the spread of officialism. If the number of State servants is to 
be so largely increased, why should all appointments be placed 
in the hands of a single official? The Solicitor-General promised, 
according to the report, that the measure would be carefully 
considered by the law officers, but we cannot say that this 
consideration is likely to be of substantial value. It is to be 
hoped that before the Bill passes through the remaining 
Parliamentary stages, some real consideration will be given to 
the new departure which it proposes to effect. 


Mortgagees of Ships and Contraband. 


Tue Court of Appeal have, as might have been expected, 
affirmed the decision of Cuannett, J., in Law Guarantee Society 
v. Russian Bank for Forewgn Trade (ante, p. 377), with respect 
to the rights of the mortgagees of a ship when the ship has 
been chartered to carry contraband. We referred last week to 
the principle which was laid down by Lord Wezstzvury in Collins 
v. Lamport (34 L. J. Ch. 196), and which has been recognized 
in subsequent cases: As long as the dealings with the ship 
are consistent with the mortgagees’ security—so long as those 
dealings do not materially prejudice and detract from, or 
impair the sufficiency of the security comprised in the 
mortgage—so long is there parliamentary authority given to the 
mortgagor to act as owner of the vessel, and if he has authority 
to act as owner, he has of necessity authority to enter into all 
those contracts touching the disposition of the ship which may 
be necessary for enabling him to get the full value and benefit 
of his property. Thus the position of a mortgagor of a 
ship, in respect of contracting for the use of the ship, is 
intermediate between that of a mortgagor of land, in 
respect of letting the land, at common law and under the 
Conveyancing Act, 1881. The mortgagor of the ship is 
not debarred altogether from making a contract binding on 
the mortgagee as is a mortgagor at common law, nor has 
he a definite power of contracting like a mortgagor under the 
Conveyancing Act. But, since heisentitled by statute to rank as 
owner so long as he is in possession, he is entitled to enter into 
such contracts as an owner enters into, subject only to the due 
maintenance of the mortgagee’s security. The present case 
shews that acontract under which the ship was to carry con- 
traband of war, especially when the ship was not insured against 
war risks and could not be insured except at a prohibitive price, 
was a contract which was not compatible with the proper main- 
tenance of the mortgagees’ security, and hence, on going into 
possession, they were entitled to refuse to perform the voyage. 


Power to Invest in Land and Subsequent Sale. 


Tue pecision of Farwett, J., in Re Gent and Eason’s Contract 
(53 W. R. 330) shews that the consequences of omitting from a 
power to invest trust funds in land an express power to reconvert 
may not be so inconvenient as is frequently imagined. In that case 
a testator empowered his trustees to sell his real and personal 
estate, and he authorized them to invest the moneys coming to 
their hands under the trusts of the will in the purchase of land 
or in Government Stocks, &c., or any other “ investment” 
authorized for trust funds, ‘“‘with full power to vary and 
trans such securities for other securities of any of the 
descriptions hereinbefore authorized.” The trustees purchased 
freehold ground-rents, and, upon their subsequently contracting 
to sell them, the purchaser took the objection that there was 
no power of sale. Ordinarily it may be that this would be so. 
The preliminary trust for conversion refers only to the testator’s 
real estate, and this does not include the real estate purchased 
by the trustees. But there seems to be no reason why the power 








to vary securities should not extend to the land so purchased 
as well as to any other investment which the trustees ma 
select for the trust funds. Primarily, no doubt, the word 
‘“‘securities” is not apt to describe real estate, and it means 
money secured on property; but it has long ceased to be restricted 
to this sense, and in the recent case of Re Rayner (52 W. R. 273; 
1903, 1 Ch. 170) it was held by the Court of Appeal that it included 
railway stocks and shares if such was the apparent intention. It 
is going a good deal further to extend it, as Farwett, J., did in the 
present case, to real estate, but the meaning has to be deter. 
mined according to the mode in which “securities” and the 
neighbouring words are used in the will; and it is difficult to 
avoid the conclusion that when the testator, after giving power 
to invest in land or to make other specified investments, 
gave power to vary ‘‘such securities,” he was intending to 
empower the trustees to vary any of the investments just before 
authorized, including real estate. This involved, accordingly, 
a power to sell the purchased real estate, and the purchaser's 
objection, founded on a conveyancing technicality, was overruled, 


The Birkenhead Licensing Appeal. 


THERE Is not much room for complaint as to the law’s delays 
in connection with the case of Rex v. Dodds, the Birkenhead 
licensing appeal, which was noticed in these columns last week, 
The meeting at which the justices intimated that they would 
renew the licences, but instructed the clerk not to hand 
them over to the licensees until they gave the required under- 
takings, was held on the lst of March. Within a few days the 
High Court granted a rule nisi for a mandamus. The rule was 
argued before a Divisional Court on the 27th of March, 
and the Court of Appeal delivered a reserved judgment 
reversing the decision of the court below on the 
4th of April. As will be remembered, the point in question 
was whether, seeing that section 1 of the Licensing Act, 1904, 
has restricted the power of licensing justices to refuse to renew 
an existing on-licence to five grounds, it is nevertheless competent 
to the justices to refuse to renew unless the applicant consents to 
give an undertaking to observe certain conditions as to the 
management of the business. The Lord Chief Justice and 
Wits and Kennepy, JJ., decided that in the case of a full licence 
the justices have such power. Now, the Master of the Rolls and 
Cozens-Harpy, L.J., have allowed an appeal against this 
decision, Matnew, L.J., disagreeing with his colleagues and 
agreeing with the judges of the Divisional Court. Hence two 
judges have in effect overruled four, just in time to prevent the 
occurrence of an extraordinary state of things in Birkenhead, for 
on the 5th of April all the existing licences would have expired, 
and nearly every public-house in the town would have been 
unlicensed. It would be indeed rash, in the face of such a 
difference of opinion amongst the judges, to prophesy with any 
confidence how the House of Lords will settle the question. 


THE DIFFICULTY may be shortly stated thus: Section 1 of the 
Act limits the power of the justices to refuse the renewal of an 
existing on-licence to five grounds, one of which is that the premises 
have been ill-conducted. Section 9, sub-section 2, provides that 
failure by the licensee to fulfil any reasonable undertaking given 
on the grant or renewal of the licence shall be sufficient to con- 
stitute the premises “ ill-conducted,” provided that where the 
justices “ask the licence-holder to give an undertaking, 
they shall adjourn the hearing of the application and cause 
notice of the required undertaking” to be given to the owner 
of the premises, so that he may be heard. It appears, there- 
fore, that the justices have power to ‘“‘require” an under- 
taking to be given, but they have no power, on 
the face of the Act, to refuse to renew if the 
licensee will not give the undertaking when required. 
Their only power with regard to the qndertaking is to 
refuse to renew if an undertaking has been given and not 
fulfilled. The Act is absolutely silent as to what is to happen 
when a licensee is asked or required to give an undertaking 
and he refuses todo so. The majority of the judges, however, 
think that, by implication, justices may require a reasonable 
undertaking to be given, and may refuse to renew until it is 
given, as any other construction would nullify the whole pro- 
vision. The controlling minority, on the other hand, say that 
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renewal can only be refused on certain defined grounds, and 
that the suggested construction has the effect of adding 
another ground, and is, therefore, inadmissible. It is 
a remarkable position, and the final judgment on the matter 
might almost be decided by tossing a coin, for no precedent or 
authority is of any value, and an opinion on one side seems 
almost as reasonable as one on the other, and as likely to be 
held by any individual judge. The question, however, is of vast 
importance, for it is unnecessary to point out how enormously 
the power of the licensing justices will be increased if it is finally 
decided that they can compel an applicant for renewal to consent 
to any condition, provided it is reasonable. And who is to say 
what is ‘‘reasonable”? Probably, however, the High Court 
would be very slow to interfere with justices as to what is 
reasonable and what is not. 


Notice for Special Resolution. 


Tae Decision of Bucktxy, J., in Re North of England Steam- 
ship Co. (Limited and Reduced) (reported elsewhere) shews once 
again thatit is not safe to introduce into articles of association 
provisions which are intended to avoid the rigour of statutory 
requirements. Under section 51 of the Companies Act, 1862, 
aspecial resolution, as is well known, has to be passed by the 
specified majority at one meeting of the company, and confirmed 
at a subsequent meeting, ‘“‘of which notice has been duly 
given’; and notice of any meeting is, for the purpose of the 
section, to be deemed to be duly given whenever such notice is 
given ‘“‘in manner prescribed by the regulations of the 
company.” Now, to give separate notices of two meet- 
ings, one to be held just after the other, is trouble- 
some, and hence arose a practice of sending out a double 
notice; that is, the notice for the first meeting contained a 
statement that, if the proposed resolution was passed, a meeting 
for confirming it would be held at a further specified date. The 
efficacy of this procedure was tested in Alexander v. Simpson 
(88 W. R. 161, 43 Ch. D. 39), and the Court of Appeal held that 
upon the words of section 51, and upon the articles of association 
then in question, the notice for the second meeting was bad. 
The articles contained only the ordinary provision requiring 
seven days’ notice in writing, and the notice, it was held, was not 
given ‘‘in manner prescribed by the regulations of the company.” 
It was a contingent notice, and the initial contingency 
which made it uncertain and, therefore, bad, was not cured by 
the fact that the event would subsequently render it certain. 
To get over this objection a special clause was introduced into 
articles of association empowering the company to combine the 
notices in one, and purporting to validate the notice for the 
second meeting, notwithstanding that it was contingent. This 
made a notice in such form a good compliance with section 51 so 
far as that section referred to the regulations of the company. 
But the question still remained whetber a notice so given could 
be treated as a notice of a meeting within the general provision of 
section 51. This has now arisen in Re North of England Steamship 
Co. and has been answered by Buckty, J., in thenegative. The 
notice required by the section is a notice of a meeting, not of a con- 
tingent meeting. ‘‘ This is not pedantry,” said the learned judge, 
“but it isa very important matter. A special resolution is a 
serious and solemn thing; and the statute requires two meetings 
of acompany to be held to produce such a resolution, and the 
notice of the second meeting must be separate in order to be an 
effective and an effectual thing.” If this view is upheld, 
secretaries of companies will have to put themselves to the 
trouble of sending out a second notice. 


Appeal from a Conviction for Assault. 


THe conpvcror of an vmnibus company was recently convicted 
and fined forty shillings by a metropolitan police magistrate on 
a charge of assault, the charge attracting some little attention 
owing to the fact that the complainant was a well-known artist. 
The company by whom the defendant was employed defended 
the charge, and when the magistrate gave his decision, said that 
there would be an appeal. But the magistrate replied curtly : 
“There is no appeal.’’ We are not surprised that there should be 
some ignorance of the cases in which an appeal may be brought 
from the decision of a magistrate in the exercise of his summary 
jurisdiction. The privilege of an appeal to quarter sessions 





from the decision of a court of summary jurisdiction is by no 
means a matter of right of which anybody who finds or fancies 
himself aggrieved may avail himself at pleasure. As a general 
rule, there is no right of appeal unless it be specially conferred 
by the statute under which the conviction takes place. The 
jurisdiction of a court of summary jurisdiction over common 
assaults appears to be conferred by section 42 of the Offences 
Against the Person Act, 1861, which enacts that where any 
person shall unlawfully assault or beat any other person, the 
court, upon complaint by the party aggrieved, may hear and 
determine the offence, and the offender shall be liable to a term 
of imprisonment or to a fine not exceeding £5. The section 
gives no appeal to quarter sessions, but it is supplemented by 
section 19 of the Summary Jurisdiction Act, 1879, which 
enacts that where in pursuance of any Act, whether 
past or future, any person is adjudged by a conviction 
or order of a court of summary jurisdiction to be imprisoned 
without the option of a fine, either as a punishment 
for an offence or for failing to do or to abstain from doing any 
act or thing required to be done or to be left undone, and such 
person is not otherwise authorized to appeal to a court of 
general or quarter sessions, he may, notwithstanding the Act, 
appeal to a court of general or quarter sessions against such 
conviction or order. As, therefore, thedefendant was not sentenced 
to imprisonment, but only ordered to pay a fine, and the statute 
giving the court jurisdiction over the assault gives no right of 
appeal, no appeal could be brought. All this is plain enough 
to a criminal practitioner, but is either unknown or forgotten by 
many members of the legal profession. 


Travelling Expenses of Directors of Incorporated 
Companies. 

We HAD occasion in a previous issue (ante, p. 47) to 
examine the law with regard to the remuneration of directors 
of incorporated compamies, and we expressed an opinion 
that where a company has been incorporated by a special 
Act prior to the Companies Clauses Act (and which 
does not therefore apply to it), there is no reason why 
a resolution passed by a majority of the members of the 
corporation to the effect that the directors ought to be remuner- 
ated, should not be binding on the corporation. We have there- 
fore read with much interest the judgment of Farwett, J., in 
Young v. Naval, Military, and Civil Service Co-operative Society of 
South Africa, delivered on the 21st of February. In this case 
one of the articles of association of the company provided for the 
payment of £200 a year to each director by way of remunera- 
tion for his services, and a further article provided that every 
director should be indemnified against all costs and expenses 
which any officer of the company might incur in the 
discharge of his duties. In April, 1902, the plaintiff 
was elected a director of the defendant company. In 
May, 1902, the directors a resolution that all 
reasonable travelling expenses should be reimbursed the 
directors from time to time. At the date of his election the 
plaintiff was residing in the West of England, and duriag his 
directorship was paid out of the company’s assets his travelling 
expenses to and from London incurred in attending the board 
meetings. The learned judge held that the resolution was 
ultra vires; that the directors were in the same category as paid 
trustees, and must be taken t» be paidon the basis of discharging 
all the duties incident to their agency for the payment agreed 
upon; and further, with regard to the resolution that it was 
equivalent to a vote by the directors of additional remuneration 
to themselves, and was therefore bad. It will be seen that no 
opinion was expressed as to the validity of a resolution by a 
majority of the shareholders in general meeting that travelling 
expenses should in future be reimbursed to the directors. A 
special resolution would of course render the payment legal. 


Applause in the Law Courts. 


A srercu delivered in the House of Commons last week was 
approved by cheers from the opposition, and a young man in the 
Strangers’ Gallery applauded by clapping his hands. As this 
was a breach of order, he was at once requested to withdraw, and 
accordingly left the chamber. ‘There is little doubt that it is a 
breach of order on the part of any one present at the trial of a 
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case in the Law Courts to applaud the speeches of counsel or the 
observations of the judge. But it has always been difficult to 
repress any such manifestations of feeling on the part of the 
public. It is possible that the speeches of Exsxinz and 
BroveHam were heard with sympathetic silence, but if this were 
the case, the presiding judge must have had far greater cotitrol 
over the listeners than he has at the present day. Of the Chief 
Justices who sat during the last century, Lord CamPBeLi was 
said to be indulgent to those who applauded him in court, and 
the summings up of Sir AtexanpER Cocksurn were often 
followed by audible expressions of approval. Those who 
attended trials in the Crown Court or at isi prius 
during the time of the late Lord Bramwett will remember 
that he had a singular horror of applause in court. Over and 
over again did he order the ushers to turn persons who cheered 
out of court, saying that they were a set of savages and not fit 
to sit in a decent court of justice, though it would often happen, 
as in Bardell v. Pickwick, that the offenders could not be 
found. Even a juryman who said ‘ Hear, hear!” after the 
learned judge bad made some observations was sternly rebuked, 
Looking to the future, there seems to be a good prospect that 
order will be preserved in our courts, for it seems to be possible 
to transact business of the greatest importance withcut the aid of 
impressive or tempestuous oratory. 


Penalty for Keeping a Dog Without Taking Outa 
Licence. 

Ir 1s sTaTED that upon the hearing of an information before 
justices of Newport, Isle of Wight, for keeping a dog without a 
licence, the clerk of the justices said that after a person had been 
convicted he could not be proceeded against a second time, even 
if he still failed to take out a licence. We are not aware of any 
decision to this effect upon the construction of the statutes 
relating to licences to keep dogs. By the Duty on Dogs Act 
(30 & 381 Vict. c. 5), excise licences are to be taken out in 
respect of dogs kept in England, every such licence to commence 
on the day on which it is to be granted, and to terminate on the 
31st day of December following. A register of licences is to be 
kept, and by section 8, if any person shall keep a dog without 
having in force a licence granted under the Act requiring 
him to do so he shall for every such offence forfeit the sum 
of £5. The Act further provides that an annual duty of five 
shillings shall be paid by the person keeping the dog for 
which a licence to keep it shall be taken out. The 
question, of course, is whether the offence of omitting to 
take out the licence is a continuing offence—in other words, 
whether when that offence is complete and has been dealt with, 
and the person offending has been punished, a further offence 
can be committed. ‘This is, of course, a question of construction, 
and the defendant is entitled to the benetit of any doubt which 
may come up on the interpretation of the section. Having 
regard to the amount of the penalty and the extent to which it 
exceeds the amount of the duty, we think it would be a reason- 
able construction if it were held that, after a conviction, there 
could be no further prosecution in respect of the continued 
omission to take out a licence during the current year. 
But the omission to take out a licence in the following year 
appears to us to have the character of a fresh offence. There 
is a fresh liability to a duty payable under the Revenue Acts, 
and we see no reason why the payment of this duty should not 
be enforced. 


Liability of Proprietors of Restaurants for Acts 
Done by Their Servants. 

A cas relating to the liability of the proprietor of a restaurant 
which has just been decided by the Seventh Chamber of the 
Tribunal of the Seine would, we think, have occupied very little 
time in the English courts. The plaintiff, after dining in the 
restaurant, handed a letter of credit for 500 francs to one of the 
footmen or attendants and asked him to get it cashed at the bank 
and to bring back the money. He had on several previous 
occasions employed this attendant, a young negro named Siss¢, 
in the same manner. Sissf took the letter of credit to the bank 
aud received the money, but never returned to the restaurant 
and could not be found. The plaintiff having brought his action 
against the proprietor of the restaurant as being responsible for 
the act of his servant, the court gave judgment for the defendant, 





holding that the duty of the footman was merely to render sir all 
services to the customers of the restaurant (such as posting their 
letters) for which he received gratuities from them; that the 
wrongful act of Sissé was not done in the course of 
his employment as regulated by the prevailing usage 
with regard to the servants at a restaurant ; that the plaintiff had 
been guilty of grave imprudence in asking Sissé to cash the 
letter of credit without having previously obtained the consent 
of the manager of the establishment, and that the guest at a 
restaurant could not be allowed without the cognizance of the 
proprietor to charge him with an indefinite liability. We are 
quite clear that the same decision would have been given in this 
country, but we have great doubt whether any Englishman 
would have been advised to commence such an action. 


The Father of the Whole Legal Profession. 


Ir wit be seen from the letter which we print elsewhere that 
our indefatigable correspondent, Mr. F. K. Muwron, is now 
enabled to announce the Father, not merely of the solicitor 
branch, but of the whole legal profession. The mythical 
barrister who during a generation figured in the Law List as 
having been called tothe bar in 1833, has now disappeared from 
that publication, we cannot doubt owing to Mr. Munron’s. 
persistent challenges for evidence of his existence in the flesh. 
As the next counsel in order of seniority of call, Mr. W. Haxz,. 
is a comparative youngster, dating only from 1835, and the. 
grand old man of the Conveyancing Bar, Mr. Anraur Burrows, 
is still junior, having been called only in 1836, the field is left 
open to Mr. Ricnarp Joynzs Emmerson, of Deal, the clerk to the 
justices, who was admitted in 1833, and has taken out his 
certificate for the present year. We accordingly hereby call 
upon all and sundry to shew cause why Mr. Emmerson should 
not be proclaimed the universal Father of the Profession, and 
we give notice that, in default of good cause to the contrary 
being shewn, he will be duly installed in that dignity. 


Burial of Dead Bodies in Gardens. 


Ar AN inquest recently held upon the body of a child, which 
had been buried in a garden, the coroner observed that there is 
nothing in the laws of England which requires that a dead body 
shall be buried in any particular place, neither do they make any 
provision as to how long a body shall be kept before burial. 
The coroner went on to say that persons could, if they chose, have: 
dead bodies embalmed, and some landowners in this country had 
private mausoleums in which bodies were kept. This statement 
is, of course, subject to some limitations. The practice of bury- 
ing in gardens and private enclosures of proprietors was in 
ancient times common enough, and so far as we know, a dead 
body may at the present day be buried in any private ground 
beyond a radius of two miles from the metropolis, provided (1) 
that a nuisance is not thereby created; and (2) that no Order in 
Council is in force prohibiting burials in the district within 
which such ground is situate, though it would seem that a 
register of burials must be provided and the provisions of the 
Burial Acts observed so far as it is possible to observe them. 
The most serious objection to such burials is that they would 
frequently cause suspicions in the neighbourhood as to the 
reasons why the established usage with regard to burial in 
churchyards had been departed from. 


Advertisements Regulation. 


In THE PRESENT state of public business the Advertisements 
Regulation Bill, which Lord Batrour has introduced into the 
House of Lords, is not very likely to receive the Royal Assent. It 
illustrates the manner in which useful little measures are lost in 
the maelstrom of party politics. Everybody is agreed as to the 
undesirability of the proceeding by which charming landscape 
views and pleasing features of the country are spoilt by adver- 
tisements of some patent medicine or other commodity. Inquiries 
were made by the Foreign Office as to whether action had been 
required and taken elsewhere, and as to the laws dealing with 
the taxation of advertisements. It was found that something 
had been done in one or two of the German States, New 
Zealand, and Massachusetts. Municipalities in various parts of 
this country have already obtained powers in local Acts giving 
them contrcl over the display of advertisements. Nothing is 
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roposed to affect the existing laws as regards undesirable 
advertisements. It is reasonable, therefore, to ask Parliament 
to pass a general enactment authorizing local authorities to make 
bye-laws, with the approval of a central authority, for dealing 
with the nuisance. 


The Late Mr. T. S. Osler. 

Tue peatu of Mr. T. S. Oster, at the age of eighty-two, 
removes what was, until his retirement in 1899, a familiar figure 
in Lincoln’s-inn. Called to the bar in 1850, he practised as 
an equity draftsman and conveyancer, but was best known in 
the latter capacity, his speciality being mining leases. He was 
a sound draftsman and a strenuously careful adviser. For many 
years he was also a very active member of the Senate of the 
University of London. In private life he was a kindly and 
congenial companion. 


Payments to Local Authorities. 


Ir rumour is correct, it seems possible that certain revelations 
which have recently been made with respect to the financial 
affairs of one of the London boroughs will lead to the question 
whether payments made to a town clerk are effectual to discharge 
the person paying from liability to the borough council. It may 
be useful, therefore, to refer to the enactments which appear to 
make it necessary that, in cases where no special officer, such as 
a rate-collector, is authorized to receive money, the payment 
should be made to the treasurer of the local authority, who alone 
can give a valid receipt for it. 

To refer first to municipal corporations, it is provided by 
section 142 of the Municipal Corporations Act, 1882 (45 & 46 
Vict. c. 50), that all payments to and out of the borough 
fund shall be made to and by the treasurer, and that 
all payments to the treasurer shall go to the borough 
fund. Similarly by the Local Government Act, 1888 (51 & 
52 Vict. c. 41), s. 80, it is provided that all payments’ to 
and out of the county fund shall be made to and by the 
treasurer, and this applies, of course, to payments which are 
made to the London County Council. The provision of the 
London Government Act, 1899 (62 & 63 Vict. c. 14), s. 9, is sub- 
stantially the same: ‘All payments to and by the borough 
council shall be made to and by the borough treasurer.” Thus,as a 
general rule, as well for county and borough councils, whether in 
London or the provinces, all payments which have to be made to the 
local authority must be made to the treasurer. As we have 
already intimated, there are exceptions from this rule in cases 
where provision is made for the receipt of*particular payments 
by officers appointed for the purpose ; and so, too, where compen- 
sation is payable to a municipal corporation by a public company, 
the compensation will in the ordinary course be paid to the 
Bank of England, and payment to the corporation or the treasurer 
may be afterwards authorized by the Treasury: see Municipal 
Corporations Act, 1882, s. 114. And probably there are other 
special cases. But where payment otherwise than to the 
treasurer is not authorized by statutory provision, it appears to 
be safe to assume that it should be made to the treasurer, and 
that he alone can give a receipt. 

With respect to urban and rural district councils, the statutory 
provision does not appear to be so clear. By section 189 of the 
Public Health Act, 1875 (38 & 39 Vict. c. 55), every urban 
authority is to appoint a treasurer, and this applies now to urban 
district councils created under the Local Government Act, 1894 
(56 & 57 Vict. c. 73) ; and the treasurer of the Poor Law Union, 
who was formerly treasurer of the rural authority (section 190 of 
the Public Health Act, 1875), may now be treasurer of the rural 
district council. But if there is any express provision for pay- 
ments being made to the treasurer it has escaped our notice. 
Section 189 of the Act of 1875 provides, it may be noticed, for 
the employment of assistant collectors, and section 195 provides 
for the accounting by every officer and servant of a local 
authority for all moneys received by him for the purposes 
of the Act; and this illustrates what has been already said, and 
what is, indeed, perfectly well known, that ordinary routine 
payments made by the inhabitants to the local authority are 
made, not to the treasurer, but to persons specially authorized to 











receive them. But it is submitted that payments of any other 
kind should be made to the treasurer, whether there is express 
provision to this effect or no. The creation of the office, and his 
appointment, are a sufficient intimation that he is the proper 
person to receive and give a discharge for moneys payable to 
the local authority. 

A question arises as to the relation of the above provisions 
to section 56 of the Conveyancing Act, 1881, which in ordinary 
cases authorizes payment of purchase-money to a solicitor. 
“Where,” so runs the section, “a solicitor produces a deed, 
having in the body thereof, or indorsed thereon, a receipt for 
consideration money or other consideration, the deed being 


‘executed, or the indorsed receipt being signad, by the person entitled 


to give a receipt for that consideration, the deed shall be sufficient 
authority to the person liable to pay or give the same for his 
paying or giving the same to the solicitor.” Consequently if it 
is competent for the solicitor to receive payment under this 
section, the receipt, if in the body of the deed, would have to 
be authenticated by the treasurer’s execution of the deed, and, if 
indorsed, by his signature. But in fact the section does not 
appear to authorize the treasurer to delegate his duty of receiving 
the purchase-money. The case is similar to that of a trustee 
which arose in Re Bellamy and Metropolitan Board of Works (24 
Ch. D. 387). Where a vendor cannot delegate his authority to 
receive purchase-money, this power is not conferred by section 
56. With regard to trustees, this power is now given by section 
17 of the Trustee Act, 1893, but it would not be safe to assume 
that the treasurer of a local authority is a trustee for the purpose 
of this enactment, and we imagine that payment can only be 
safely made to the treasurer himself. 








The Remoteness of Contingent 


Remainders, 


Ill. 


Recurrine to our observations last week as to the effect on 
subsequent limitations of a remainder void for remoteness, it 
should be pointed out that the cases referred to under this head 
shew that even a vested remainder fails where the prior limitations 
are void for remoteness 

Contingent Remainders After a Life Estate to an Unborn 
Person and the Rule of Double Possibilities—Now let the 
remainder be to A. for life, with remainder to his unborn eldest 
son for life, with remainder to the eldest son of such unborn 
son. Assuming that the latter limitation would be valid if not 
remote, it will be observed that the condition—namely, the birth 
of the eldest son of the unborn son, might not be performed 
within the prescribed period, and therefore the limitation would 
be void for remoteness. 

There is, however, an independent rule of law, called the rule 
of double possibilities, by virtue of which the limitation to the 
unborn son of the unborn son is void: see Whitby v. Mitchell (44 
Ch. D. $5; Challis R. P. 104), where he restricts the rule to 
limitations in a deed, but see Re Frost (43 Ch. D. 246). The 
rule of double possibilities does not apply to trusts of personalty : 
Re Bowles (1902, 2 Ch. 650). In Re Frost (ubi supra) the 
limitations in a will, so far as they are necessary for our 
purpose, were to the use of trustees and their heirs during 
the life of the testator’s daughter E., on trust for her, 
with remainder to the use of any husband whom she might 
thereafter marry, with remainder to the use of her children as 
she should appoint, with remainder to the use of all the children 
of the daughter who should be living at the death of the sur- 
vivor of the daughter and her husband. E. died without having 
appointed ; it was held that the limitations after the death of the 
husband were void on the ground of remoteness, because the 
children to take could not be ascertained—i¢., the conditioa 
could not be performed—within the prescribed period, and also 
on the pod that there was a possibility on a possibility. 

In Re Ashforth (ante, p. 350), decided by Farwett, J., the 
limitations may, for the present pu , be treated as being 
equitable limitations to the three children of the testatrix during 
their lives, with the benefit of survivorship, and after the death 
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of the survivor of the three children, equitable limitations to 
their children born within the perpetuity limits, with the benefit 
of survivorship, and when all but one were dead, a legal limita- 
tion to the survivor in tail, with remainder over. It will be 
observed that the condition precedent to the estate tail of the 
survivor of the grandchildren was that the survivor should be 
the survivor of persons some of whom might be unborn at the 
death of the testatrix, or in other words, that the condition might 
be performed more than twenty-one years after the death of a 
living person, and it was, therefore, held to be too remote, and 
that the estate tail did not take effect. 

A vested remainder after a gift to unborn persons (Zvans v. 
Walker, 3 Ch. D. 211), and a contingent remainder after a gift to 
unborn persons, where the condition on which the remainder 
depends must happen, if it happens at all, within the prescribed 
period, per Corton, L J., in Re Hargreaves (43 Ch. D., at p. 405), 
is not too remote. 

Remainders After an Estate Tail__The phrase ‘‘die without 
issue ’’ is ambiguous ; it may mean the death of the propositus 
withovt leaving issue living at bis death, or the death of the 
propositus and the failure of his issue at any time, whether 
before, at, or after his death. It is often difficult to ascertain in 
which meaning the phrase is used: see the notes to Forth v. 
Chapman (Tud. L.C. R. P.). In a will made before 1838 (2 
Jarm. 1320) or in a deed (Interp. 247) the phrase primd facie 
means failure of issue at any time; but in a will made after 
1827 it primd facie means die without leaving issue (Wills Act 
(lL Vict. c. 26), 8. 29; 2 Jarm. 1285); though in either case 
the context may shew that the phrase is used in the other 
meaning. 

It will be observed that where the condition on which a con- 
tingent remainder or conditional limitation depends is an in- 
definite failure of issue, it is too remote, as the failure of issue 
may not take place for many centuries. It might, therefore, be 
considered that every contingent remainder expectant on an 
estate tail, and that every conditional limitation defeating an 
estate tail, would be void for remoteness, but this is not the case. 
If the limitation, whether by way of contingent remainder or 
conditional limitation, can possibly take effect at a time after 
(not at) the termination of the estate tail, it is void for 
remoteness, but if it must take effect, if it takes effect at all, 
during or immediately on the termination of the estate tail, it is 
not void for remoteness. 

A legal remainder after an estate tail must take effect, if it 
ever takes effect, at the termination of the estate tail, as if it be 
not then vested, it fails for wantof support. Fur example, where 
the limitations were to A. in tail male, with remainder on failure 
of his issue (not issue male) to B., and A. died without ever 
having had a child, so that his issue failed at the instant when 
the estate in tail male determined, it was held that the remainder 
to B. was not void for remoteness: Cole v. Sewell (4 Dr. & War. 
1,2 H. 1. C. 186) In this case, if A. had left issue living at 
the determination of the estate tail, the condition on which the 
remainder was to take effect would not have been complied with 
at the termination of the estate in tail male, and the remainder 
would have failed for want of support. 

On the other hand, if the limitations had been equitable, the 
remainder would not have failed for want of support on the 
termination of the estate in tail male, and therefore, apart from 
the question of remoteness, might have taken effect on the death 
without issue of A., which might have happened centuries after 
the termination of the estate tail, and would have been void 
re ee Monypenny v. Dering (16 M. & W. 418, 2 D. M. 
& G. 145). 

A conditional limitation which must, if it takes effect, take 
effect during the continuance of a prior estate tail, is not 
obnoxious to the rule against remoteness. A common example 
of this is a gift over of settled land on the tenant in tail 
becoming entitled to another estate (Nicolls v. Sheffield, 2 Br. Ch. 
215), or succeeding to a title (Carr v. Hrroll, 6 East 58), but if 
the limitation is one which can by any possibility take effect 
after the termination of the estate tail it is void for remoteness 

Contingent Remainders Act, 1877.—It has been suggested 
(Vaisey, 1157) that the effect of the Contingent Remainders 
Act, 1877, may be to render a contingent remainder created by 
an instrument executed aftr the 2nd of August, 1877, void for 





remoteness, although this would not have been the case if it had 
been created by an instrument executed before the 3rd of August, 
1877. It will be observed that, as the Act applies only to the 
case of a remainder failing by the determination of the particular 
estate, it cannot apply to equitab'e remainders, as they do not fail 
for this reason, or in other words, that it applies to legal 
remainders only. It was held in Heydon’s case (Co. Rep., at 7b; 
see Bassil v. Lister, 9 Hare, at p. 181)— 
‘“‘that for the sure and true interpretation of all statutes in 
general (be they penal or beneficial, restrictive or enlarging 
of the common law) four things are to be discerned and 
considered : 

‘“1st.—What was the common law before the making of 
the Act? 

“2nd.—What was the mivciief and defect for which the 
common law did not provide? 

‘“‘ 3rd.—What remedy the Parliament hath resolved and 
appointed to cure the disease of the commonwealth ? 

“ And 4th — The true reason of the remedy; and then the 
office of all the judges is always to make such construction 
as shall suppress the mischief, and advance the remedy and 
to suppress subtle inventions and evasions for continuance 
of the mischief and pro privato commodo and to add force and 
life to the cure and remedy, according to the trus intent of 
the makers of the Act pro bono publico.” 

In the present case the object of the Act was to prevent con- 
tingent remaiders from failing in certain cases, and it is hardly 
credible that the intention of Parliament should be to make 
them fail inany case. On looking at the Act it will be seen that 
it applies only to cases where two things happen—viz. (1) where 
the particular estate determines before the remainder vests, and 
(2) where the remainder would have been valid as an executory 
limitation if it had not had a sufficient estate to support it asa 
contingent remainder. It follows from (1) that where the 
remainder vests at the determination of the particular estate, it is 
not affected by the Act; so that any question of remoteness must 
be dealt with as if the Act had not been passed. 

Where the remainder dves not vest at the determination of 
the particular estate, the question arises, would it have been 
valid as an executory limitation if it had not been properly sup- 
ported? It will be observed that the words are “‘valid as a 
springing or shifting use or executory devise or other limita- 
tion.” It follows that if it would not be valid as an exec tory 
limitation, the Act does not apply. Oae reason for which an 
executory limitation may be invalid is that the condition on 
which it is to take effect may not happen within the prescribed 
period. The rule as to remoteness of a condition is the same 
where it is a condition precedent to a remainder, and where it is 
the condition on which an executory limitation is to take effact. 
It appears to follow that no remainder is rendered remote by the 
Act. 

Let us consider some examples of contingent remainders : 

If the limitations are to A., a bachelor, for life, with 
remainder to such of his children as attain twenty-four, any of 
the children attaining twenty-four during A.’s life take, but if 
all or any do not attain twenty-four during A.’s life, the limita- 
tion to them, considered as an executory limitation, is invalid 
for remoteness, as the Act does not apply. The case would have 
been different if the gift had been to such of the children as 
attain twenty-one, as in this case if any of them had not attained 
twenty-one in A.’s life the limitation to them, c nsidered as an 
executory limitation, would not have been too remote, and the 
Act would apply. Again, take the case of a limitation to A. in 
tail male, with a limitation over on the failure of his issue 
generally. If A.’s issue fail at the termination of the estate in 
tail male, the limitation takes effect as a remainder, and the Act 
would not apply. If A. has issue living at the termination of 
the estate tail, the limitation over, considered as an executory 
limitation, would be too remote, and the Act would not apply. 

Practical Conclusions.—The results at which we arrive are the 
following : 

(1) A legal contingent remainder cannot fail for remoteness, 
unless it is a remainder after an estate for life to an uaborn 

erson, in which case it will fail unless the condition on which 
it depends must necessarily be performed within the prescribed 
period, 
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(2) An equitable contingent remainder will fail for remote- 
ness unless (a) the condition on which it depends must neces- 
sarily be performed within the prescribed period; or (d) if the 
estate which precedes the contingent remainder is an estate tail, 
unless the condition must necessarily be performed before, or 
at latest at, the determination of the estate tail. 

(3) A contingent remainder, whether legal or equitable, will 
fail if the preceding estate is void for remoteness. 

H. W. E. 





Reviews. 
Highways. 

PRATT AND MAcKENZIE’s LAW OF HIGHWAYS: BEING THE LAW 
or Hicuways, Martn Roaps, AND BripGes' By WILLIAM W. 
MAcKENZIE, MA., Barrister-at-Law. FIFTEENTH EDITION. 
Butterworth & Co.; Shaw & Sons. 

Before the fourteenth edition of this work (formerly known as 
Pratt’s Law of Highways) was published in the year 1897, the far- 
reaching changes in highway areas and administration introduced by 
the Local Government Act, 1894, had come into practical operation. 
No legislation of equal importance affecting the subject of this book 
has since been passed, The only new enactments relating to highway 
law with which Mr. Mackenzie has had to deal in the present edition 
are the Locomotives Act, 1898, and the Motor-car Act, 1903. There 
have, however, been large additions to the case-law on the subject, 
and this of itself is ample justification for this issue. This case-law 
has been carefully worked into the new edition, both in the treatise on 
highway law independent of statute with which the work begins, and 
in the notes to the statutes comprised in the second part. Tested by 
the references to the most recent cases, this book is thoroughly up to 
date in this respect. The decision of the Court of Appeal on a point 
of practical importance relating to the procedure for diversion under 
sections 84 and 85 of the Highway Act, 1835, is duly noted (Rex v. 
Kent Justices, decided on the 3rd of December, 1904, and now reported 
1905, 1 K. B. 3784, and similar tests give a like satisfactory result. 

The form of the work (already adverted to) is the same as in the 
fourteenth edition. The initial chapters on general highway law are 
clearly and carefully written; we may mention as of special interest 
the pages dealing with the presumptions as to the extent of the 
public rights between the fences of a highway and as to the ownership 
of the soil. The application of the former presumption and the nature 
of the evidence by which it may be rebutted are well illustrated by the 
recent cases of Harvey v. Truro Rural District Council (1903, 2 Ch. 
638) and Belmorev. Kent County Council (1901, 1 Ch, 873), and other 
cases referred to at pp. 40-44. The presumption of the ownership of 
the adjoining owners usque ad medium filum vie is discussed in the 
second chapter, and the cases there collected are worthy of the atten- 
tion of conveyancers as well as of experts in highway law. 

The annotation of the statutes is ample without being diffuse ; we 
find no omissions in the references to the numefdus cases decided on the 
important amendments in the law as to the recovery of expenses of 
“extraordinary traffic” introduced by the Locomotives Act, 1898. 
The regulations under this Act and under the Motor-car Acts are set 
out in the appendix. 

The preface to the edition of 1897 contains a statement as to 
the mileage of highways repairable by highway authorities, the 
figure given being 119,523 miles. It is a little surprising to 
find this statement and figure repeated without alteration in 
the preface to the present edition, and we have some difficulty in 
crediting that the mileage has not increased in a period of over seven 
years. This is not, however, a matter of serious importance to the 
mere lawyer. The present edition is by far the most complete treatise 
on highway law; it reflects credit on the author and will be welcome 
to the profession. 





The English Reports. 


THE ENGLIsH Reports. VotLs. 41 To 49: CHANCERY, Vots. 21 
TO 27; Roxts Court, Vos. 1 AND 2. William Green & Sons, 
Edinburgh ; Stevens & Sons (Limited). 

Since we last noticed this valuable re-issue of reports, the repro- 
duction of the appeal cases in Chancery has been completed, the last 
thick volume (27) comprising collateral reports—that is, reports 
covering the same periods, and often containing the same cases as 
the series previously published. In every case where the cases are 
reported elsewhere references are given both tothe reports of these 
cases in the original volumes and in the English reports. A small 
library of law reports is comprised in these twenty-seven volumes of 
Chancery Reports—not, it must be remembered, by any condensation 
or omission of cases, but simply by means of the use of small, but 
very clear, type and a larger size of volume, : 








We now come to the decisions of the judges of first instance of the 
Court of Chancery, and, in the first place, we greatly appreciate the 
dark green binding which has been substituted for the rotten-egg 
colour of the last series. It is now possible to read on the backs of the 
volumes the names of the reporters whose work is contained in 
volume. The new series commences with the reports of cases before 
the successive Masters of the Rolls, from the wonderfully terse 
decisions of Sir John Leach from 1829 to 1831, contained in Tamlyn, 
and the careful judgments of Lord Langdale in 1836 and 1837, con- 
tained in the two volumes of Keen down to 1845. It is interesting to 
learn from the preface to the first volume of this Rolls Court series 
that vol. 2 of Keen was completed by Mr. Beavan, The first case so 
reported by him was decided in 1838, shewing that he acted as reporter 
from 1838 down to 1866. There are wicked people who hint that no 
law reporter ever had so much slipshod law and hasty construction to 
report, but we decline to indorse this opinion. These two volumes of 
Rolls Reports contain, besides the two volumes of Keen, seven 
volumes cf Beavan—that is, nine books in all, compressed into two 
handsome and readable volumes. 

In all respects, so far as we have been able to observe, the care and 
accuracy which distinguished the former series has been kept up, and 
we can speak from practical experience of the great convenience in use 
of the present work. 





Books Received. 


International Law: a Treatise. By L. Oprpenner, LL,D., 
Lecturer in Pablic International Law at the London School of 
Economics, &c., &c, Vol. I.: Peace. Longmans, Green, & Co. 

The Laws Regulating the Relation of Employer and Workman in 
England: a Course of Six Lectures Delivered at the Request of the 
Council of Legal Education during Michaelmas Term, 1904. By 
ALFRED HENRY RveEGG, K.C. William Clowes & Sons (Limited). 

Societas Cantuareboracéensis. Dicecesis Lincolniensis, ROTULI 
Hvuconts DE WELLES, Pars Prima. Canterbury and York Society 
124, Chancery-lane. : 








Correspondence. 


The Father of the Bar. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—Now and again during the last few years I have ventured 
through your columns to take a leaf out of the book of the inimitable 
Dickens, who makes a celebrated female character, when wound up 
to a high pitch of doubt, openly express her disbelief that a much- 
quoted person is in existence at all. 

For a generation the Law List contained the name of a gentleman 
supposed to have been called in 1833, and represented as still living 
in 1904. Whether the reiteration of my opinion through the 
Soricrrors’ JourNAL that that gentlemen was non-existent had any- 
thing to do with the disappearance of his name from the 1905 Law 
List I cannot say. I+ is sufficient for my purpose that I have no 
longer to take into consideration the claims of any barrister called 
before the year 1835. 

In that year (May, 1835) Mr. W. Hake, of 3, Old Steyne, Brighton, 
whose name appears in the current Brighton directory as well as the 
Law List, became a member of the bar. In these circumstances it 
will be seen that my good old friend Mr. Arthur Burrows, who was 
called in November, 1836, is still eighteen months away from being the 
father of the bar. Long may these two gentlemen live. 

I need not repeat that Mr. Emmerson, of Deal, who was admitted 
a solicitor in 1833, and who has taken out his certificate for the 
curre nt year, is not only well to the front as the senior of my branch 
but,taking the date of entry as the test, he is the father of the whole, 
legal profession. Francois K. MUNTON, 


Twickenham, April 3. 





The History of English Local Government. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—We venture to appeal through your far-reaching columns for 
some indispensable help in a matter of historical research. We have 
been for some years engaged on a comprehensive History of English 
Local Government from 1689. For this we have studied the MS. 
archives of quarter sessions and other local authorities in many parts 
of the kingdom. We have failed (with insignificant exceptions) to 
discover any records of the orders or other pr ings of the justices 
in petty or special sessions, though at these meetings much adminis- 
trative business was transacted (notably poor law, highways, 
licensing, militia, &c.). 

We should be very grateful if anycne possessing any such records 
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prior to 1835, or knowing of their existence, would communicate 
with us. 

We have also practically no records of the proceedings of 
individual justices, though these were constantly urged to keep diaries 
of their action as justices, Onesuch diary, by members of the Mosley 
family, 1616-1623, has been published by the Lancashire and Cheshire 
Record Society. Another, The Diary of a Gloucestershire Justice, 
was the subject of two articles in the Law Magazine in 1837 (of this 
we should like to see the original), We believe that many other 
diaries or note-books kept by justices must exist; these would prob- 
ably yield valuable evidence of the care with which most rural magis- 
trates performed their duties. 

Old pamphlets (1689-1835) on the work of justices or on the 
expenditure of quarter sessions would greatly help us. One such 
(Observations upon the Institution of Unpaid Justices of the Peace) 
was reviewed in the 7imes, of the 4th of May, 1829, but cannot now 
be discovered. SIDNEY AND BEATRICE WEBB. 

41, Grosvenor-road, Westminster E ubankment, 

London, 8.W., April 3. 





The Heroine of the Elbe Disaster. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 

Sir,—May I venture to recall to the memory of your many readers 
the story of Miss Anna Bicker, the only woman saved from the 
wreck of The Elle on the 30th of January, 1895? Although only 
nineteen years of age at the time of this disaster, her heroism and 
unselfish conduct called forth the admiration of the whole world ; not 
only did she receive numerous letters of congratulation from all over 
the world, but she was honoured by a command from our late Queen 
to go to Osborne, where she was most graciously received, both by 
Queen Victoria and the Empress Frederic. 

At this time she was living asa German governess in the family of | 
an English country solicitor, and, being an orphan, and having 
the greatest confidence in her employer, she entrusted to him for 
investment all her little patrimony of over £850. The whole of this 
sum of money has recently been lost through the bankruptcy of this 
solicitor, and Anna Bicker now finds herself penniless. Her health 
has never been good since the shock of the Elbe disaster, but still 
she bravely desired to earn her living as a nurse, and went some few 
weeks ago to be trained at the Bristol Infirmary ; here her health has 
broken down, and she is deeply disappointed, as both doctor and 
matron pronounce her unfit for the strain of a nurse’s life. 

Perhaps, under the circumstances, your legal readers might be 
specially disposed to assist in raising a fund to be invested for the 
henefit of this brave German girl. Mr. John Clegg, Capital and 
Counties Bank, Portsmouth, has kindly consented to receive dona- 
tions, and the case is well-known to Mr. Charles Matthews, J.P., 
Portsmouth. and to Mr. Henry Blessley, Mile End, Portsmouth. 

ELIZABETH I. SPENCER. 

Portswood, Southampton, March 30, 


Turner & Son z, Willis. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’? Journal. ] 

Sir,—Referring to the report of this case in the Soxicrrors’ 
JOURNAL of the 18th inst. (ante, p. 351), I desire to state that, as 
solicitor for the plaintiffs, I re-entered this case for re-trial before his 
Honour Judge Bacon, at the Whitechapel County Court, on the 23rd 
inst., when the facts of the case were fully dealt with, and the learned 
judge fonnd that the defendant had a cross-claim, that it had been 
taken into account by the plaintiffs, and that £35 had been agreed 
on as a settlement of accounts betweenthem. Judgment was entered 
for this amount together with the costs of both trials and the costs 
of the application to the Divisional Court. GEORGE VANDAMM. 

Devonsbire-chambers, Bishopsgate-street Without, March 25. 

[Mr. Vandamm’s name appears in our report as acting for the 
defendant. We are informed that he acted throughout for Messrs. 
Turner & Sov, and personally conducted the first hearing in the 
county court.—ED. S../.] 


—$ | 
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Further information which has appeared in the papers this week as to 
the opposition of the Scottish lawyers to the appointment of Mr. R. M. 
Prescott, the town clerk of Fulham, as town clerk of Glasgow throws a 
new light on the matter, as reported in the paragraph we quoted last week 
from the Dasly Mail. It is stated in the Evening Standard that advertise- 
ments for applications for the position were inserted, not only in Scottish 
newspapers, but also in English and Irish newspapers ; that Mr. Prescott 
was selected, with one other candidate, by a committee of the town 
council ; and that, in a letter to the town council, he withdrew his candi- 
dature for the town clerkship of Glasgow, for which he had been recom- 
mended, on the ground of ‘‘the strong local feeling that exists against. 
the appointment of an English lawyer.’ The council determined, by 56 


Points to be Noted. 


Company Law. 


Debentures—Proceeds of Sale—Appropriation to Principal— 
Income Tax.—Debenture trust deeds commonly provide that the 
trustees shall hold the proceeds of sale of the company’s property in 
trust, after payment of costs, &c., to pay first arrears of interest, and 
secondly principal. In an action to enforce such a security, judgment 
was given for the execution of the trusts, and orders were made under 
which sums were paid to the debenture-holders on account of arrears 
of interest after deducting income tax. On further consideration it 
was evident that there would be insufficient to pay the full amount of 
principal due. Orders were made to pay what was left on account 
generally of principal and interest. The Court of Appeal held, affirm- 
ing the decision of Byrne, J., with a variation, that the lastly named 
orders meant that the payments should be appropriated to principal, 
and that income tax was not payable thereon; but withont 
prejudice as to whether the amounts ought in the hands of the 
recipients to be treated as principal or interest.—SmirH v. Law 
GUARANTEE AND Trust Socrery (1904, 2 Ch. 569) (C.A., Aug. 9, 
1904).- 


Debentures—Registered Holder—Equities.—Debentures were 
issued to B and contained provisions (2) making them immediately 
payable if a voluntary winding-up resolution was passed ; (b) that (in 
common form) the registered holder should be regarded as exclusively 
entitled, &c.; (c) that (in common form) the transfers should be in 
writing, &c.; (d) that (also in common form) the moneys secured 
would be paid without regard to equities, &c. After a resolution for 
winding-up, B. for value transferred the debentures to C., who gave 
notice of the transfer to the liquidator but did not demand registra- 
tion of it. It turned out that B. had obtained the debentures by 
misrepresentation and without consideration, but that C. had taken 
without notice of these defects, and it was held that the equity of 
the company prevailed over C.’s title, and that he was not entitled 
to the benefit of the debentures——Re PaLMER’s DECORATION AND 
Furnisuina Co. (Buckley, J., July 6) (1904, 2 Ch. 743). 


Prospsctus— Omission of Material Contracts.—Although section 
38 of the Companies Act, 1867, was repealed in 1900, cases to which 
it is applicable still crop up. It was found as a fact that a prospectus 
inviting subscriptions for shares, and omitting to disclose a material 
contract, was issued without the knowledge or authority of the 
directors. Applications for shares, made on the faith of the prospectus, 
were acted on by the directors, with (as the court inferred) knowledge 
of all the facts. It was held that the dire:tors had not ‘‘ knowingly 
issued’ the prospectus within the meaning of the section. The 
proposition laid down by the learned judge, that a tort cannot be 
ratified, has been recently discussed in these columns (ante, p 347). 
Comparison should be made between the wording of the repealed 
section and that of section 10 (7) of the Companies Act, 1900. 
Hoo te v. Speak (1904, 2 Ch. 736.) 





Cases of the Week. 


House of Lords. 
WATT v. WATT. 3rd April. 


Practice—New Trrat—Excrsstve Damacrs—Power or Covrr or AprEAL 
To Repucr—Consent or Born Pautiers—Liner. 


Appeal from an order of the Court of Appeal (Collins, M.R., Mathew, 
and Cozens-Hardy, L.JJ.), setting aside a judgment of Bruce, J., and 
directing a new trial uniess the plaintiif (the present respondent) should 
consent to a reduction of the damages to £1,500, which the plaintiff 
accepted through her solicitors within the time prescribed. The action 
was for libel, in which the jury gave the plaintiff damages for £5,000, and 
upon an application for a new trial the above order was made. The in- 
competence of the Court of Appeal to make such an order was the 
important question discussed in argument on appeal to this House iu 
November and December last, and now came on for final decision. 

Ear! of Harsnuny, ©., in the course of his judgment [after dealing with 
the conduct of the trial] said that the Court of Appeul had no jurisdic- 
tion to fix the amount of the damages without the censent of both of the 
parties. The courts had adopted the somewhat unconstitutional proceed- 
ing of refusing t» give the plaintiff judgment unless he would consent 
to reduce his claim to what ought to be considered reasonable, 
and hence the practice and the impression that the courts, with the 
consent of the plaintiff, could reduce the amount of damages. He was 





unable, after a very anxious examination of the earlier authorities, to 
assent to the legality of this proceeding unless by the consent of both 
parties. The theory of all the cases seemed to be that the right of the 
court to interfere with a jury’s verdict was only to be by the assent of both 
parties. He had come to the conclusion that there is no power in the 





votes to 17, to remit the whole matter to a committee for report. 


court to alter the verdict except by ordering a new trial, 
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Lords Davey and Ronerrson concurred. 
The judgment appealed from was accordingly reversed and a new trial 
directed, but without costs.—CovunsrL, Rufus Isaacs, K.C., J. R. Atkin ; 
Lawson Walton, K.C., 7. Mathew. Soxtcrroxs, Abraham, Sons, § Co. ; 
Charles Russell § Co. 

[Reported by C, H. Grarron, Barrister-at-Law. ] 





Court of Appeal. 


KING & CO. (LIM.) », GILLARD & CO. (LIM.) No. 2. 3rd, 4th, and 
5th April. 


Trape Name —Trve Description or ArticteE Sotp — Imrration— 
TenpEeNcy To Decerve— Costs or SvuccessruL Derenpant —Jvpicrau 
Discretion —Jvupicature Act, 1873 (36 & 37 Vicr. c. 66), s. 49— 
R. 8. C. LXV. 1. 

This was an appeal from a judgment of Kekewich, J. It appeared 
that the plaintiff company were manufacturers of Edwards’ Desiccated 
Soups, and the action was brought to restrain the defendant company, who 
were also manufacturers of desiccated soups. from selling such soups, 
when not made by the plaintiff company, in packages differing only 
slightly from those of the plaintiff, and from printing on the puckages 
references to awards that appeared to have been gained by the 
defendant company for their soups, but which were in fact gained 
by the defendants some years before they commenced the 
manufacture of dried soups and for another class of goods. 
Kekewich, J., held, on the principle laid down by Lindley, M.R., in 
Peyton v. Snelling (17 P. R., at p. 52), 1t was essential in a case of this kind 
that the plaintiff should, in order to succeed, prove that the defendant’s 
goods were calculated to be mistaken for the plaintiff's by reason of the 
defendant having adopted some characteristic that was peculiar to the 
plaintiff and ‘distinguished his goods from those of any other person. In 
other words, the plaintiff must make out beyond all question that the 
defendant's goods are so got up as to be calculated to deceive, the principle 
being clear that no man may sell his goods as the goods of another person. 
The plaintiffs in this case had entirely failed to do this ; there was no proof 
that the plaintiffs’ soups were distinguishab'e from all others by their 
mode of packing or get up or by anything of the kind. All that had been 
proved was that the defendants’ soups had been ‘‘ got up”’ with the 
intention of causing a confusion between them and the plaintiffs’, so that 
it would be difficult to distinguish the one from the other, although there 
was no real colorable imitation. There, however, had been proved no 
instances of actual deception, and the plaintiffs’ casehad entirely failed, with 
the result that judgment was given for the defendants, who, however, were 
not awarded costs, on the ground that they had been distmctly dishonest 
in printing on the packages containing their soups references to awards 
at different exhibitions which they had never received in respect of their 
soups, with the intention of inducing purchasers to believe that these 
awards had been granted for these particular goods, thereby enhancing 
their value. From this judgment the plaintiffs appealed, and the defend- 
ants objected to the disallowance of their costs. 

Vaucuan Wiis, L.J., in giving judgment, sail that this was a case 
of passing off. In such cases it was necessary for the plaintiff to prove 
that the defeudant had adopted some form of getting up his goods which 
was calculated to deceive, and had persisted in his right to continue to 
adopt that mode of getting up. Kekewich, J., had given judgment In 
favour of the defendants, but his lordship thought that upon his actual 
findings of fact the learned judge ought to have given judgment for the 
plaintiffs. His lordship said he did not agree with Kekewich, J.’s, con- 
clusions of fact as expressed in his judgment, but he thought that there 
was no evidence of a fraudulent intent by the defendant or that his goods 
could possibly be mistaken for those of the plaintiffs, and the plaintiffs’ 
appeal would therefore fail. With regard to the question of costs his 
lordship paid no attention to the references on the wrapper to the awards 
and medals ; the references were perhaps inaccurate, but not dishonest. 
Even if they had been dishonest the successful defendant should not have 
been deprived of his costs for a wrong done to the public not connected 
with the wrong of which the plaintiff had unsuccessfully complained. In 
these circumstances there was no ground upon which any jadicial dis- 
cretion could be exercised. The plaintitfs’ case should have been dismissed 
and in the usual way, and the plaintiffs must pay costs in both courts. 

Romer and Srixctinc, L.JJ., concurred, remarking that the ground on 
which Kekewich, J., had deprived the defendant of his costs was not 
tenable. The defendant had been guilty of no fraud, and even if he had 
been guilty of deceiving the public, that had nothing to do with the 
plaintiff, who had failed. His lordship had singled out this ground of 
deprivation which was not open to him, and the decision in Cwwit Service, 
§¢c., Society v. General Steam Navigation Co. (1903, 2 K. B. 756) applied.— 
Counsei, Stewart-Smith, K.C., and J. F. Waggett ; Lewis Edmunds, K.C., 
and W. R. Vernon. Souscrrous, Neish, Howell, § Haldane ; H. F. Christmas, 

[Reported by Hexry Srernen, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.] 


ATTORNEY-GENERAL ». METROPOLITAN ELECTRIC SUPPLY CO. 
(LIM.), No, 2, 22nd March. 

Execrraic Licurixe Company—Svurrty or Exvecrric Current or Exvecrrica 
ENercy Ovrsipe Srarvrory AREA Srarure—Cons rrucrion —Merno- 
pouitaNn Execrric Ligurine Act, 1889 (52 & 53 Vier. c. cxv1.) ss. 3, 5— 
a ee Execrurc Surpiy Act, 1898 (61 & 62 Vier. c. coxxxv.), 88. 
2, 16. 

This was an appeal by the defendants from the judgment of Farwell, J. 

(reported 53 W. Jt. 198), The action was brought by the Attorney -CGieaeral 





ex relatione the Willesden Urban District Council to restrain the defendants, 
the Metropolitan Electric Supply Co., a limited company registered under 
the Companies Acts, 1862-1886, and having statutory powers under the 
Metropolitan Electric Lighting Act, 1889 (52 & 53 Vict. c. exvi.), and 
the Metropolitan Electric Supply Act, 1898 (61 & 62 Vict. c. ccxxxv.), 
from supplying electric current or electrical energy to customers outside 
their statutory area, notwithstanding that under the latter Act the com- 
pany were by sections 2 and 16 permitted to use a station for generating 
electric current and electrical energy in a place outside their statutory 
area for the purpose of supplying their statutory area. It appeared that 
by sections 3 and 5 of the former Act the company were prohibited from 
supplying customers outside their statutory areas. Farwell, J., held that the 
defendants were contravening the statutory prohibition. The statutory 
provisions are fully set out in the report of the case below. 

Tur Covxt, without calling upon the respondents, dismissed the appeal, 
the judgment, with which Vavcuan Wittiams and Sririine, L.JJ., con- 
curred, being delivered by 

Lord Atvexsronz, C.J., who said that he agreed with the judgment of 
Farwell, J. These Electrical Acts must be considered in connection with 
general elecirical legislation. The appellants argued that the acts com- 
plained of were done by virtue of their general powers under their 
memorandum of association, of which they were not deprived by their 
private Acts ; and that the acts complained of were not done by virtue of 
their private Acts or provisional orders. His lordship did not accept their 
view, aud could give no other construction than that of Farwell, J , to the 
5th section of the Act of 1889. The prohibitive words therein must be 
taken in their natural sense, which was that when the company acquired a 
right to supply electric current or electrical energy they could only supply 
it within a particular area unless Parliament or the Board of Trade 
authorized an extension of their area. The word ‘‘ undertakers’’ could 
only mean those named in section 3 of the Act of 1889; had it been 
intended that the word should apply only to persons exercising powers 
within a certain district, the proviso following the 5th section of the Act 
of 1889 would, as suggested by Farwell, J., not have been necessary. His 
lordship further said that there was nothing in the Act of 1898 which in 
any way negatived the provisions of section 5 of the Act of 1889, and for 
all the reasons given by Farwell, J., it was clear that the company had 
got certain statutory rights upon condition that no electricity was supplied 
outside their area.—Counset, Cripps, K.C., Jenkins, K.C., and Sargant ; 
Unjohn, K.C., and J. W. Greig. Souicrrors, Barlow § Barlow; W. G. 
Greig. 
4 [Reported by Henry Srerues, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re GILLING (DECEASED). PROCTOR v. WATKINS. Kekewich, J. 
31st March. 


Husnanp anp Wirr—Deep or Separation—Covenant to Pay ANNvITY— 
So Lone as Sue Snart Contrnve ro Live Separate anp Apart—Deratu 
or Husnanp. 

The question in this adjourned summons was as to the construction of a 
clause in a deed of separation. The deceased, in June, 1837, entered into 
an agreement with his wife that they should live separate from each other. 
There was a recital that in consideration of such separation he agreed to 
allow and pay his wife the sum of £150 per annum, payable quarterly, for 
all maintenance, clothing, and all other necessaries during the 
continuance of such separation. By the deed of separation he 
covenanted with his wife that he ‘‘would pay or cause to be 
paid unto her for her sole and separate use, and without power 
of anticipation, by quarterly instalments during the life of his wife 
if she should so long continue to live separate and apart as aforesaid, the 
full sem of £150 per annum, being the yearly allowance before-mentioned 
for her maintenance and necessaries.’” The deed also contained several 
clauses for the protection of the husband from actions by and debts con- 
tracted by bis wife ‘during the continuance of the said separation.”” The 
husband paid the instalments of the annuity down to the date! of his death 
on the 4th of July, 1901, and the executors continued to pay the annuity 
until the 26th of December, 1903. The wife married again in December, 
1901. In November, 1903, one of the executors, who was ulso sole residuary 
legatee under the will of the deceased. agreed to purchase the wife's 
annuity for £1,500, and paid the sum of £1,000 on account on the 31st of 
December, 1903, and since that date the wife had not received the annuity 
nor the balance of the purchase-money. The other executor took out the 
present summons to determine whether the annuity of £150 covenanted to 
be paid by the said indenture to the wife c-ased to become payable on the 
death of the husband, or whether the executors of the husband were 
bound to provide for the payment of the said annuity out of the 
estate of the husband. For the wife it was argued that upon the 
proper construction of the deed the annuity was payable during 
the lifetime of the wife. The covenant was to pay the annuity during the 
life of the wife, and not during the joint lives of the husband and wile, 
The only event on which the annuity was to cease was the event of the 
husband and wife coming together again. In Charlesworth v. Holt (L. R. 
9 Ex. 38) an annuity granted by a deed of separation to a wife was held 
to be payable notwithstanding the marriage had been dissolved owing to 
the wife’s adultery. 

Kexewicn, J., said that notwithstanding the novelty of the words he 
had no ditliculty in construing them. The document to be construed was 
a deed of separation, and one was entitled to look at the purview of the 
document in order to consider what was the intention of the deed. The 
intention was clearly to provide for the wife during the continuance of the 
coyerturs. That was clearly the first object of the deed. The words were 
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quite clear that the annuity was to be paid to the wife for her sole and 
separate use during her lifetime if she should so long continue to live 
separate and apart for her maintenance and other necessaries. It was 
not a payment on a condition, but a conditional payment so long as she 
should fulfil the condition to live separate and apart from her husband, 
but she could not be said to live separate and apart from 
her husband after he was dead, therefore she could not fulfil the 
condition upon the fulfilment of which the payment of the annuity 
depended. ‘The case of Charlesworth v. Holt (L. R. 9 Ex. 38), which had 
been cited, was a different case from the present, and turned on the con- 
struction of the particular words in that document; there the husband 
covenanted to allow his wife during the joint lives of himself and his said 
wife, and so long as they should live separate and apart, an annuity, and it 
was held that the annuity was not put an end to by the wife’s divorce, as 
there were no words limiting the husband’s liability to the continuance of 
the marriage. The fact that both husband and wife were alive and lived 
separate and apart distinguished that case from the present one, where 
the annuity was payable so long as the wife continued to live separate and 
apart from her husband, which she could not do after her husband’s death. 
The annuity therefore ceased to be payable on the death of the husband.— 
CounseL, Pepys; Clauson; Petersen, Sonscrtors, Nash, Field, § Co.; Lan- 
fear, Tanner, § Lanfear, 


[Reported by R. Frayxutnx Stussine, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 
Re JACKSON AND HADEN. Buckley, J. 29th March. 


VeEnpor AND Purcnaser—“‘ Onsection To TirLe’’—No TitLe To MINERALS 
—Rieut to Rescinvp—CompLetion with ComPENsATION. 


Summons. This was a summons taken out under section 9 of the 
Vendor and Purchaser Act, 1874, asking for a declaration that the applicant 
was entitled to insist upon completion with compensation of an agreement 
dated the 25th of October, 1904, whereby the respondents had agreed to 
sell to the applicant certain property at Dawley Brook, Kingswinford, 
in the county of Stafford, for £510. The contract embodied a set of common 
form conditions of sale, of which condition 13 provided that if the 
purchaser should insist on any objection as to title or evidence 
of title which the vendors should be uuable or on the ground of expense 
should decline to remove or comply’ with, then, notwithstanding any 
intermediate or pending negotiations or any litigation which the purchaser 
might have commenced, or any attempt to remove or comply with the 
same, the vendors should be at liberty by notice in writing to rescind the 
contract. Condition 14 was to the effect that any error, mis-statement, 
or omission in the particulars should not annul the sale, but, if pointed 
out before completion, should form the subject of compensation. The 
abstract of title delivered by the vendors shewed that the mines and 
minerals under the property sold had been expressly reserved to the then 
grantors by a conveyance made in 1854, from which the vendors derived 
their title. The purchaser thereupon delivered a requisition for a 
supplemental abstract shewing the vendors’ title to the minerals. 
The vendors replied: ‘‘The purchaser is bound by the contents of the 
deed. It is also well known, and was known to the purchaser, that 
the mines and minerals are all reserved in the Kingswinford 
—— As a matter of fact the purchaser did not know until the 

elivery of the abstract that the mines and minerals under the property 
agreed to be sold were reserved ; but, on the coatrary, he knew that the 
minerals under certain other parts of the Kingswinford property were not 
reserved. The purchaser accordingly pressed his requisition, and on the 
28th of November, 1904, he made an offer either (a) to accept a conveyarice 
including the minerals (on a good title being shewn), or (4) to accept a 
conveyance of the property without the minerals at a reduced price, or (¢) 
to permit the rescission of the contract upon payment of suitable damages. 
On the 3rd of December the vendors gave notice in writing of rescission in 
accordance with condition 13; the purchaser thereupon took out this 
summons. 

Bucktey, J., in giving judgment, said: By a contract of the 25th of 
October, 104, the vendors agreed to sell certain property by a description 
which included the mines and minerals beneath the property. They 
had no title to the minerals, and they knew they had none. There is, 
however, no suggestion that they displayed any mala fides. They say that 
the fact was commonly known in the district. The conditions of sale 
conclude with a clause (13) enabling the vendors to rescind the contract 
if the purchaser should insist on any objection as to title or evidence 
of title which the vendors should be unable or unwilling to remove, 
and a clause (14) providing that any error, mis-statement, or omission 
in the particulars should not annul the sale, but should form the subject 
of compensation. Is condition 13 applicable? To my mind there is an 
essential difference between these two things, an objection to the sufficiency 
of the title shewn, and an objection that there is a complete absence of 
title; you cannot find fault with what does not exist. It follows that the 
condition which refers expressly to objections as to title does not apply. 
Hall, V.C., in Bowman v. Hylund (26 W. R. 877, 8 Ch. D. 588), decided 
that a@ condition in 4 contract of sale that, if the purchaser shall make any 
objection or requisition which the vendor shall be unwilling, on the 
ground of expense or otherwise, to comply with, the vendor may annul 
the sale, does not enable the vendor to rescind where he fails to shew any 
title whatever. Assume that that means a total defect of title as to the 
whole of the property. Does the same rule apply where the defect is only as 
toa part of the property? I think it does ; and for that I refer to Mawson V. 
Fletcher (6 Ch. App. 91, at p. 93), where Mellish, I..J., says, interlocutorily : 
** It may be conceded that if there was a clear case of defect of title 
to part you would be entitled to specific performance with compensation.”’ 
The vendors here knew they had uo title ; everybody in the neighbourhood 


authority for saying that the rule applies where the vendor has no title, 4 
third case to which I refer is Rz Deighton and Harris (1898, 1 Ch. 458), 
where Lindley, L.J., said this: ‘‘ This is a case of vendor and purchaser, 
and it is one in which the vendor is not in the position of a man who agrees 
to sell property to which he has no title at all.’”’ He then refers to Bowman 
v. Hyland, the case I mentioned first; and the head-note to the case 
summarizes it by saying: ‘‘The ordinary condition of sale giving the 
vendor a power of rescission applies only where he has some title, not 
where he has none.”? I think myself that that is a perfectly sound 
principle. Your objection is not to some defect in the title, but that there 
is no title. It seems to me, therefore, that condition 13 does not apply, 
Does condition 14 apply ? It seems to me that it does. The purchaser ig 
entitled to compel the vendors to complete with compensation.—Covnszt, 
Astbury, K.C., and Whitmore L. Richards; Mark Romer. So tcirors, 
A. E, Bali, for Harwards § Co., Stourbridge and Birmingham; Lobbins ¢ 
Billing, for W. Waldron, Brierley Hill. 
[Reported by H. H. Kina, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 
Re WEST COAST GOLD FIELDS (LIM.) Buckley, J. 28th March. 


Company Winpinc-urp—Banxkrvurt Contrisutory—Unraip CaLis— 
Proor 1n Banxruprcy—Svurrivs Assets—Ser-orr. 


This was a summons to determine the rights of the trustee in bank- 
ruptcy of a shareholder in the above company, against whose estate the 
company had proved for unpaid calls, to share in the surplus moneys for 
distribution among the shareholders. A. 8S. Rowe was adjudicated a 
bankrupt on the 22nd of January, 1903, and the applicant was the trustee 
of his estate. At that date Rowe was the registered holder of 1,800 £1 
shares in the company on which 10s. per share had been paid up and on 
which a further call of 1s. per share had been made. On the 26th of January, 
1903, the company lodged a proof against the estate of the bankrupt for 
£900, being £90 for the of 1s. per share already made, and £810 
for the remaining 10s. per share liability. This claim was ultimately 
admitted at £819, being the £90, and the £810, less a discount of 10 per 
cent. In January, 1904, the trustee in bankruptcy paid the company 
£61 18s. 6d. as a dividend of 1s. 6d. in the £ on the admitted 
proof of £819. By its articles of association the company had a 
lien upon the shares of their shareholders for all moneys due to them, 
but Bigham, J., in Re Rowe, Ex parte West Coast Gold Fields 
(48 Soxicrrors’ Journat 545, 52 W. R. 608 ; 1904, 2 K. B. 489), having 
refused to allow the company to amend or withdraw their proof, this lien 
could not be enforced. In May, 1904, the company went into voluntary 
liquidation. There was estimated to be surplus assets of about 2s. in the 
£ tor distribution among the shareholders. The liquidator of the company 
proposed to treat the 1,800 shares of the bankrupt as being paid up only 
to the extent of the 10s. per share and the £61 8s. 6d. actually paid. The 
trustee contended that as the company had proved in the bankruptcy for 
the whole liability upon the shares the shares ought for the purpose of the 
distribution of the assets among the contributories to be treated as fully 
paid up, as the proof by the company was equivalent to payment by the 
debtor, and he took out this summons asking for a declaration that for that 
purpose the shares should be treated as fully paid, and that he ought to be 
entered upon the list of contributories as the holder of the shares credited 
as fully paid. He relied upon Stammers v. Elliott (16 W. R. 489, L. R. 3 
Ch. App. 195) and Re MacMahon (1900, 1 Ch. 173). 

Bucxtey, J.—In Re Overend, Gurney, § Co., Ex parte Grissell (15 W. R. 
1015, L. R. 1 Ch. App. 528) it was decided that a holder of partly paid- 
up shares in a limited company, who is also a creditor of the company, 
must pay all calls to the company before he is entitled to share in the 
common fund, and that there can be no set-off of the calls azainst his debt. 
The case before me is not of one who is a shareholder and creditor, but a 
shareholder only, claiming a share in the distribution of the assets of the 
company as a contributory. The circumstances here, therefore, are 
stronger against the applicant than in Grissell’s case. It is, however, said 
that the bankruptcy of the shareholder gives his trustee this right, and 
that the trustee ought to share in the distribution of assets as if the whole 
of the £1,800 for which the shares were issued had been paid. The 
argument is that, as the company has proved for its claim in respect of 
the liability on the shares, that liability is discharged, and the proof is 
equivalent to payment. I do not think so. No doubt the bankrupt is 
discharged from the liability, but his estate is not. The proof is a record 
of the fact that the estate is liable for the claim, but the proof is not 
payment of the claim for any purpose material in this case. The amount 
of the proof has not in fact been paid. If the creditor could not share in 
the distribution in Grissell’s case, a fortiori the contributory cannot here. 
Summons dismissed.—Covnset, F. Cassel ; Astbury, K.O., and P. M. Walters. 
Soxicirors, Morley, Shirreff, § Co. ; Dollman § Pritchard. 


[Reported by Nevitte Tessurt, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re NORTH OF ENGLAND STEAMSHIP CO. (LIMITED AND REDUCED) 
Buckley, J. 1st April. 

Company—Specirat Resotvrion—Norice or Two Merrtines Given ny 
One Document—Ctause 1x ArtTicLes or AssociATfon—Comranies Act, 
1862 (25 & 26 Vict. c. 89), s. 51. 


Petition. This was a petition presented by the above-named company 
praying that a reduction of capital to be effected by a special resolution of 
the company might be confirmed by the court. On the 4th of February, 
1905, a notice in writing was given to the members of the company that an 
extraordinary general meeting of the company would be held on the 15th 
of February at the place and time in the notice mentioned, at which the 
subjoined resolution (which was a resolution for the reduction of the com- 
pany's capital) would be proposed. The notice also stated: ‘‘ Should such 
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mitted for confirmation as a special resolution toa su uent extraordinary 
eneral meeting of the company, which will be held on Friday, the 3rd day 
of March, 1905, at the same time and place.”” At the meeting held on 
the 15th of February the resolution was parsed by a three-fourths 
majority, and it was cofirmed by a majority of the meeting held on the 3rd 
of March. Article 70 of the articles of association of the company provided 
that ‘‘ whenever it is intended to pass a special resolution, the two 
meetings may be convened by one and the same notice, and it shall be no 
objection that the notice only convenes the second meeting contingently 
on the resolution being passed by the reqnisite majority at the first 
meeting.’*’ It was contended for the petition that ths speci resolution 
was validly passed and confirmed in view of the special terms of article 70, 
and that section 51 of the Companies Act, 1862, which says that a notice 
is duly given if given in the manner prescribed by the regulations, had been 
complied with by the provirions of article 79 being followed. 

Bucktey, J., in giving judgment, said : Section 51 of the Companies Act 
rovides: ‘‘ Notice of any meeting shall, for the purposes of this section, 
. deemed to be duly given, and the meeting to be duly held, whenever 
such notice is given and meeting held in manner prescribed by the 
regulations of the company.’’ The regulations of this company contain 
the following provision: [His lordship read article 70, snd continued :] 
It is neceseary, therefore, to determine whether section 51 of the Act of 
Parliament allows a contingent notice of a meeting. The language of the 
notice which was sent out here is, I think, identical with, or at any rate 
substantially in the words of, the notice given in Alezand rv. Simpson (38 
W. R. 161, 43 Ch. D. 139). It runs thus: [His lordship read the portion 
of the notice set out above.] That is to say, it is a notice that only in a 
contingency, namely that of the resolution being passed at the first 
meeting, will there be a second meeting at all. Tue question, therefore, 
is whether that is a compliance with section 51. The decision of the Court 
of Appeal in Alexander v. Simpson was simply on the articles of association ; 
it was not necessary to go back to the statute ; the Court of Appeal held 
that the regulations of the company had not been complied with. I desire 
to point out why. The relevant article there was article 52, which said 
that seven days’ notice in writing should be given to the members 
before every general meeting What the company did was to give 
exactly such a notice as has been given in this case, and Bowen, 
L.J., at p. 148, says: ‘‘If that paragraph is to be read as a 
notice that: the subsequent extraordinary general meeting of the 
company would only be held on that day in the event of the 
passing of the resolutions at the former meeting, it is obvious that it 
would not be a good uotice, because it would leave a shareholder who got 
the notice in ignorance whether or no the general meeting of the 29th of 
July was to be held.’’ That is to say, the court was of opinion on the 
document in question in that case, namely the articles of association, 
that notice of a contingent meeting was not within article 52 notice 
of a meeting. That being so, it was not necessary to go on to 
determine the question which I have to determine here, namely 
supposing you have complied with your articles, have you complied 
with the statute? That point I have now to decide. The document 
upon which I have to decide itis the Act of Parliament, which says : 
[His lordship again read the words of section 51 of the Act.] On the 
construction of that enactment, with the assistance of the decision of the 
Court of Appeal in Alexander vy. Simpson, is it giving notice of a meeting 
to give notice of a contingent meeting? Alexander v. Simpson decides 
plainly that it is not. Of course it is sought to get over that by saying 
that the section says, ‘‘ in manner prescribed by the regulations,” and that 
these regulations do provide for notice of a contingent meeting. But does 
that get over the difficulty? Certainly not ; because the Act of Parliament 
says that that of which you must give notice is a*theeting; you may give 
notice of a meeting as your regulations provide ; the Act does not allow you 
to give notice of a contingent meetiug as your regulations provide. There- 
fore, the poiat here is exactly the sams as in Alexander v. Simpson, but it 
arises under the Act of Parliament and not under the regulations. Of 
course the articles cannot enlarge the Act of Parliament. I therefore hold 
that the special resolution here has not been in the manner pro- 


vided by the Act of Parliament.—Covunset, £. W. Martelli. Soxtcrrors, 
Gibson § Weldon, for Bertrand Watson, Stockton-on-Tees, 
| Reported by H. H. Kiva, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.] 
Re BENETT. WARD v. BENETT. Buckley, J. 29th March, 


Sotz Surviving Trustee—MisarrrorRiation or Trust Funps—Apminis- 
TRATRIX—RiGut or RerarneER—EXeEnrcise FoR Benerit or Trust Estate, 


Summons. Elizabeth Horne, by her will dated the 8th of January, 
1891, appointed M. C. W. Horne and C. H. Benett to be trustees and 
executors thereof, and gave the residue of her real and personal estate to 
M. OC. W. Horne for life, with remainder, subject to an annuity to the 
children of M. C. W. Horne, as he should appoint, and in default of 
appointment equally, The testatrix died on the 7th of March, 1891, and 
her will was proved by both executors on the 15th of June, 1891. M. 
C. W. Horne died on the 7th of March, 1895, without having exercised 
his power of appointment. The surviving trustee, C. H. Benett, wrongly 
invested part of the trust estate and misappropriated a part of it, so that 
at his death intestate on the 28th of June, 1903, about £14,000 was 
owing from him to the trust estate. Letters of administration to 
C. H. Benett’s estate were granted to his widow; his estate was 
insolvent, and an administration decree was granted at the suit 
of the plaintiff on behalf of himself and all other creditors of C. H. 
Benett's estate on the 7th of December, 1903. By deed dated the 30th of 
November the defendant appointed W. R. Law and H. L. Crawford to be 
new trustees of Elizabeth Horne’s estate, but she did not on that date vest 
in them any part of the trust estate. This summons was taken out by 
the new trustees so appointed asking that the defendant might be directed 


to exercise on behalf of the beneficiaries under Elizabeth Horne’s will the 
right of retainer, which they alleged she was entitled to exercise in respect of 
the sums due to the trust from C. H. Benett’s estate. Since the appoint- 
ment of the new trustees the defendant had at varic: s times transferred to 
them the whole of the trust estate with the exceptior cf the right of action 
against O. H. Benett’s estate. On the 3rd of September, 1903, the defendant 
had paid a premium of £17 on a life policy on the life of one of the 
beneticiaries under Elizybeth Horne’s wul, which had been assigned to 
C. H. Beuett on the 10th of July, 1898, to secure an advance of £600 out 
of the trust moneys. On behalt of the applicants it was argued, on the 
authority of For v. Garrett (28 Beav. 16) and Swnder v. Heathfield (23 W. R. 
331; L. R. 19 Eq. 21), that the right of retainer arose and must be 
exercised for the benefit of the beneficiaries if they so required. Re Ridley 
(1904, 2 Ch. 774), Crowder v. Stewart (29 W. R. 331, 16 Ch. D. 368), and Re 
Owen (23 L. R. Ir. 328) were also cited. The respondents (the plaintiff 
and defendant in the action) cont-nded that the defendant was never a 
trustee of Elizabeth Horne’s will, or that in any case she resigned such 
pein hy the deed of the 30th of November, and that a bare trustee 
could not be ordered to do any act beyond assiguing the trust estate to the 
— entitled to it. They cited R- William's Settlement (6 W. R. 218, 4 
< & J. 87) and Legg v. Mackrell (2 De G. F. & J. 551). 

Bucxtey, J., in giving judgment, said: I think that this case is within 
the scope of the principle of For v. Garrett and Sunder v. Heathfield. I 
have a little wang ee understanding the case of Re R-dley, but in any 
case in my opinion the facts in this case can be distinguished from those in 
that one. In the case before me C. H. Benett, a solicitor, was the sole sur- 
viving trustee of the will of Elizabeth Horne, and he misappropriated the 
trust funds and died in June, 1903, intestate. His widow, as his legal 
personal representative, represents the estate which is liable in respect of the 
misappropriation, and she, as legal personal representative of the last sur- 
viving trustee, occupies a certain position towards the beneficiaries whose 
property was misappropriated. By a deed of the 30th of November, 1903, 
she appointed the two applicants on this summons to be new trustees of 
Elizabeth Horne’s will, but she deliberately, as appears from the draft of 
the deed of appointment which I have seen, omitted to thereby vest the 
trust property in them, and she thus retained this right of action in respect 
of the misappropriation. She also paid a certain sum of £17, being the 
premium on a policy which formed part of the security for a loan on morte 
gage of part of the trust premises, and on this occasion at any rate she 
appears to have affirmed her trusteeship, so that I do not think it 
can be successfully maintained that she never became a trustee. The 
application before me is made by the present trustees to have it 
determined whether it ‘is the duty of the widow as trustee to prove 
in the administration of her husband's estate in respect of the 
moneys belonging to the trust estate or in respect of which he was liable 
to account to the trust estate at his dsath, and that she may be directed 
so to prove, and that if she is entitled to exercise a right of retainer over 
her husband’s estate in respect of those moneys she may be directed to 
exercise it for the benefit of the trust estate. Of icourse she cannot be 
directed to sue herself. The question is whether the court, having con- 
trol over the assets of C. H. Benett’s estate ought to allow relief to be given 
on the footing of a writ action. It seems to me, on the authority of the cases 
T have already mentioned, that she is bound to exercise the right of retainer 
for the benetit of the beneticiaries. The answer sought to be made is that she 
has never taken upon herself the trust, and never was a trustee of Elizabeth 
Horne’s will. But in my opinion she has taken the trust upon herself to this 
extent, she has retained this right of action. For these reasons ] do not think 
that Re Ridley, Ridley v. Ridley applies. I confess I do not understand 
what Joyce, J., means when he says ‘‘In this particular case, however, 
the action has been brought by the. beneficiaries, and it is not a trustee 
suing himself.”” Of course a trustee can never sue himself; that is the 
origin of the right of retainer. In this case Mrs. Benett has placed herself 
in such a position as to entitle the beneficiaries to call upon her to exercise 
the right of retainer for the benefit of the estate, and I direct her to exer- 
cise it. The costs of this application must be added to the debt owing 
from C. H, Benett’s estate in respect of the trust.—Counset, Blgood ; F. 
Thompson ; G. Henderson, Soxicrrors, Pearce § Sons ; Downing, Handcock, § 
Co., for Bond § Pearce, Plymouth; Law ¢ Worssam, 

[Reported by H. H. Kiva, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


ARTHUR v. CONSOLIDATED KENT COLLIERIES CORPORATION AND 
OTHERS, Joyce, J. 25th March. 
Practice—Savine Morton, 

In this case a motion had been entered by special notice, and a question 
was raised as to whether counsel could claim to save the motion as a 
matter of right. 

Joyce, J., said that when a motion was entered by special notice it could 
not be saved except by motion or by consent of the court, and that all the 
judges of the Ch Division concurred in this opinion.—Covnsg&L, 
Cozens- Hardy ; Younger, K.C., and Arthur Sims, Soricrtors, Paddison, Trevor, 
§ Dz La Chapelle; Valiance, Birkbeck, § Barnard. 

[Reported by P. Jonx Botan, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court of Justice—King’s Bench Division. 


Re HENRY AINSWORTH. Sx parte THE INCORPORATED LAW 
SOCIETY. Div, Court. 3rd April. 





Unavatrrrep Person Enrertno Arrearance a8 AGENT ror DerenpaNt— 
Morton to Atrach—Tercunicat Orrencs—23 & 24 Vict. co, 127, 8. 26— 
6 & 7 Vict. c. 73, 8. 2—R. S.C. XU. 9, 11. 

This was a motion for a writ of attachment to issue against Henry 





Ainsworth for contempt of court under 23 & 24 Vict. oc, 127, s. 26, in 
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having acted as a solicitor without being duly qualified so to act contrary 
to the provisions of 6 & 7 Vict. c. 73, s. 2, in having served notice of 
appearance on behalf of the defendant in an action in the Manchester 
District Registry between Hirker, Green, & Co. (Limited) (plaintiff), 
and Joseph Greenhalgh (defendant). At the inquiry before the Statu- 
tory Committee of the Incorporated Law Society the following facts 
were admitted or proved: Tre writ in the action above referred to 
was served upon the defendant Greenhalgh, and the defendant signed 
notice of appearance, and the respondent Ainsworth took it to the registry 
and duly entered it. Ainsworth having done this then wrote a letter to 
the plaintitfs, Hirker, Green, & Co. (Limited), which so far as material 
was as follows: ‘‘I beg to give you notice I have this day entered an 
appearance in the suit of yourselves », Greenhalgh, and that the defendant 
requires a statement of claim,’’ signed Henry Ainsworth, who gave his 
address as agent for Greenhalgh. The motion came on for hearing before 
the Divisional Court, and on behalf of the respondent counsel submitted 
that there was no suggestion in the letter or in anything that he had done 
shewing that the respondent had represented himselt to be a solicitor. 
He was clearly entitled to enter an appearance, which under the rules 
could be done by the defendant personally or by any duly authorized 
person on his behalf: see Oake v. Moorceroft (L. R. 5 Q. B. 76). It was, 
therefore, not an illegal act, The mere fact that he had not accurately 
described what he had done could not make an act which was perfectly 
legal illegal. Moreover, it was clear that he intended to describe what 
he really had done. 

Tue Court (Lord Atverstong, C.J., and Kennepy and Rinuery, JJ.) held 
that the offence which had been committed was a purely technical offence. 
At the hearing before the committee the respondent had offered an 
apology, and had expressed his willingness to pay the costs of the inquiry. 
In the judgment of the court the justice of the case would be met by 
directing that the respondent should pay the costs of the inquiry and of 
this motion. Order accordingly.—Covnse1, Hollams; Mallinson, Soxtcrrors, 
Williamson ; R. H. Bentley. 


[Reported by Exsxixz Reip, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. |] 





Bankruptcy Cases. 


Re KEET. Lx parte THE OFFICIAL RECEIVER. Bigham and 
Darling, JJ. 3rd April. 


Bankevrtcy—AnNNULMENT or ApsuDICATION—PayMent oF Dents 1x Futt— 
Banxevrtcy Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vicr. c. 52), s. 35. 


Appeal against an order annulling an adjudication made by the registrar 
of the county court at Leeds. The bankrupt was an outside stockbroker, 
against whom a receiving order was made upon the 24th of September, 
1903. He was adjudicated bankrupt upon the Ist of October, his assets 
amounting to £189 and his debts to about £9,700. An order for summary 
administration with the official receiver as trustee was made upon the same 
date. One dividend of about twopence in the pound was paid. In 1904 
the bankrupt paid private creditors for £41 in full, and induced the trade 
creditors, whose claims amounted to £9,630, to execute an absolute release 
of their claims.. Ou the 28th of September, 1904, he applied for the annul- 
ment of his adjudication on the ground that he had paid his debts in full. 
The registrar annulled the adjudication, and the official receiver appealed 
from his decision. Counsel for the appellant contended, on the authority 
of Re Burnett (42 W. R. 368), that payment in full must be actual cash 
payment. Counsel for the respondent contended that an absolute release 
was sufficient. 

Tre Court (BicHam and Darurnc, JJ.) dismissed the appeal, holdin 
that the debts had been paid in full because that which pl gs esr to 
payment had been done, and that payment need not be in coin but in 
whatever the creditor honestly agrees to take in satisfaction of his debt. 
In this case the creditors had agreed to release their debts and the court 
was entitled if it thought proper to annul the adjudication.—CovnseL, 
S. G. Lushington ; A. H. Carrington. Soxtcrrors, Solicitor to the Board of 
Trade ; Vincent & Vincent, for North & Son, Leeds. 

[Reported by P. M. Francxe, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. 


Solicitors’ Cases. 
Re H. H, FANSHAWE. Buckley, J. 24th March. 
Soricrror—Srrctat Acreement—Mortcacr ror Costs—Common Orper 


certify the amount due to the solicitor, that upon payment thereof the 
solicitor should deliver to the client all deeds, books, papers, and writings 
in his custody or power belonging to the client, and that no proceedings 
should be commenced against the client for payment of the bill. The 
solicitor now moved to discharge the order upon the ground that it had 
been obtained upon the suppression of material facts. It was contended 
on his behalf that the order prejudiced his rights as mortgagee, that it 
gave no direction for the computation of interest upon the costs according 
to the agreement, and that consequently it was not right to order the 
solicitor to deliver up his deeds upon payment of the amount to be certified, 
It was also contended that the solicitor ought not to have been restrained 
from taking proceedings to enforce his security. Re Moss, very shortly 
reported in 17 Beav., p. 59, was relied on in support of the motion. It 
was also said for the applicant that the power of attorney ought to have 
been disclosed when the order was applied for. 

Bucxtey, J.—There was a special bargain made between the parties 
under which the solicitor was entitled not only to his costs and charges, 
but also to interest upon them, and also to payment for work done by him 
otherwise than as solicitor. The common order which has been obtained 
is not consistent with these contractual rights, and cannot be sustained, 
The case of Re Moss is in point. The order must be discharged.—Covnsz1, 
A, Cordery ; Martelli. Soticrrors, H. H. Fanshawe ; King, Adams, § Co, 

{Reported by Neviite Tessutt, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. } 
Solicitors Ordered to be Struck Off the Rolls. 

April 3.—James Henry Bmp, 2, Gresham-buildings, Guildhall, and of 
Ealing. 

April 3.—Henry Roxert Jones. 

April 3.—Wiiuram Freperick LANGworTHy. : 

April 3.—Josnvua Srpnzy Lickorisa, formerly of Queen Victoria-street 


and 106, Southampton-row, but now of Brunswick-mansions, Hunter- 
street, London. 


Solicitor Ordered to be Suspended. 
April 4.—A.rrep Rutey (from 30th April, to operate till 1st May, 1907). 








Law Societies. 
The Law Society. 


A special general meeting of the members of the society will be held in 
the hall of the society on Friday, the 14th of April, at two o’clock, to 
consider the subjects hereinafter mentioned. 

The president will present the prizes awarded to the successful 
candidates at the January examination of the society. : 

Mr. Charles Ford will move: ‘‘ That, in the opinion of this meeting, 
two o'clock p.m. is an inconvenient time tor the holding of general meetings 
of the society, and it is hereby referred to the Council to consider and 
report upon the advisability of calling such meetings at a more convenient 
time in the afternoon or evening.’’ 

Mr. Phillimore will move : (1) ‘‘ That the society shall take in the 
Guardian newspaper.”’ (2) ‘‘ That the time has arrived for issuing a new 
library catalogue, and the Library Committee is hereby authorized to put 
the work in hand at the earliest practicable moment.”’ 

E. W. Wittiamson, Secretary. 





Law Association. 


A meeting of the directors was held at the Law Society’s Hall on 
Thursday, the 30th of March, 1905, Mr. F. T. Birdwood in the chair. 
The other directors present were Messrs. S. J. Daw, F. Foss, T. H. 
Gardiner, H. C. Nisbet, R. H. Peacock, R. J. Pead, A. Toovey, J. Vallance, 
and M. Waters. A sum of £35 was voted in relief of widows of London 
solicitors ; two new life members and three annual subscribers were 
elected members ; and other general business transacted. 





United Law Society. 


April 3.—Mr. Cox-Sinclair presiding —After the usual introductory 
business a joint debate took place between the members of the Law 
Students’ Debating Society and of this society. Mr. Stephen Miall (Law 





rok Taxation—Svurrrrssion or Facts—Inrecu_arity—Souicirors Act 

1843 (6 & 7 Vict. c. 73), 8. 37. . 

Motion. In September, 1902, a client gave to the above-named solicitor a 
mortgage to secure payment of the fees and charges earned or to be earned 
by the solicitor in connection with certain legal business, with interest. It | 
was ly provided by the deed of mortgage that the lien of the solicitor 
should not be affected thereby, and the right of the client to tax the costs 
was expressly reserved. Subsequently in the same month the client gave 
to the solicitor a power of attorney containing an express provision enabling | 
him to charge for work, though not of a professional character. An order 
for delivery of the bill of costs having been obtained, the solicitor on the | 
1st of February, 1905, delivered to his client the bill and cash account. | 
The bill included his costs, charges, and expenses as mortgagee, and his | 
charges for work done under the power of attorney. ‘The client pre- | 
sented a petition for taxation which did not mention or refer to | 
either the mortgage or the power of attorney, and on the 10th 
of February, 1905, obtained ¢z parte the common order for taxation. | 
The order conteined the usual directions that the taxing-master should | 


Students’ Debating Society) moved: ‘‘ That this house is in favour of the 
Trade Disputes Bill now before Parliament.” Mr. 8. Parnell Kerr followed 
in support of the resolution. Mr. Harnett (Law Students’ Debating 
Society) opposed the resolution, and other speakers followed. The motion 
was declared lost. 








The 25th anniversary of the return of Sir Henry Fowler as Member of 
Parliament for Wolverhampton was celebrated on Wednesday, A mass 
meeting was held in the Drill Hall, when Sir Henry Fowler was presented 
with an address, The attendance included electors of all shades of political 
opinions. Mr. Asquith, K.C., M-P., said that Sir Henry Fowier had left 
an ineffaceable mark both in legislation and administration. ‘They had in 
Sir Henry Fowler a great Member of Parliament, of whom his colleagues 
in every quarter of the House of Commons were proud. Sir Henry Fowler, 
in reply, expressed his gratitude and thankfulness that he should have seen 
an assembly such as that, representing the backbone of Wolverhampten, 
expressing its approbation of a public career which he had feared was 
marked by wi ees and by failure. 


April 8. 1905. 
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Legal News. 
Changes in Partnerships. 


Dissolutions. 


Freverick Broapsmirn and Arruvr James Sreap, solicitors (Broadsmith 
& Stead), Manchester, March 25. The said Frederick Broadsmith will 
practise on his own account and in his own name at 9, Albert-square, 
Manchester; and the said Arthur James Stead will practise on his own 
account and in his own name at 64, Bridge-street, Manchester. 

Joserx Bostock and Joun Herzert Sarna, solicitors (Smith & Bostock), 
Derby. March 25. [ Gazette, March 31. 





Information Required. 


£4 Rewarp.—Lost Drzpv.—Court of the Irish Land Commission.—Irish 
Land Act, 1903, Record No. E. ©. 702. Estate of Thomas E. Booth. 
Pursuant to the order of the Honourable Mr. Justice Meredith a reward of 
£4 will be paid to any person or persons who on or before the 29th day of 
April inst. will give such information as shall lead to the discovery of a 
certain Deed-poll or Incumbered Estates Court Conveyance dated 6th day of 
May, 1854, and made in the matter of the Earl of Mornington’s estate 
whereby certain lands of Grangegibbon, in the county of Westmeath, were 
nted to Thomas Booth, of Kilbeggan, in the said county, Eequire (since 
ased), and notice is also given to all whom it may concern that the 
funds representing the proceeds of the sale of part of said lands will after 
the said 29th day of April and in default of such information be distributed 
by the said judge notwithstanding the absence of said deed. Dated this 
Ist day of April, 1905. Wm. J. Shannon, Solicitor for Vendor, 19, Upper 


Ormond Quay, Dublin. 





General. 


It is stated that Mr. Justice Phillimore is still suffering from a severe 
cold, and has been absent from the Law Courts this week. 

The twenty-second conference of the International Law Association will 
take place at Christiania on the 4th, 5th, 6th, and 7th of September. 

Mr. Justice A. T. Lawrence will preside at the annual dinner of the 
United Law Clerks’ Society, which will take place at the Hotel Cecil on 
Tuesday, the 30th of May. 

It is announced that the Easter Vacation Judge, Mr, Justice Bigham, 
has fixed Thursday, the 27th inst , as the day he will attend at King’s 
Bench Judges’ Chambers to hear urgent Vacation applications. 

The memorial statue of Lord Russell of Killowen, recently erected at the 
Royal Courts of Justice, which was found to be facing in a wrong tion, 
was this week removed from the north-east to the north-west corner of the 
central hall, under the balcony. 

The Hamburg Court of Justice has, says the EBvening Standard, decided 
that the valuable pearl recently discovered in an oyster at a restaurant 
rightfully belongs to the person to whom it bad been served and who had 
paid for it. We recently commented on this curious question. 


The death is announced of Lady Diana De Vere Huddleston, the wife of 
the late Baron Huddleston. er nickname of*‘‘ Lady Di,’’ says the 
Manchester Guardian, barb-d a jest fora bitter social critic. Baron 
Huddleston developed so strong a habit of calling attention to the words 
and deeds of ‘‘ Di”’ that when he became a judge and took a coat-of-arms 
Bernal Osborne suggested for his motto ‘‘ Never say Di.’’ 


The Bill to amend the law relating to false statements with respect to 
the financial position of companies or other bodies proposes to provide that, 
if any person, being a director, manager, secretary, or other officer of any 
company or being the auditor of a company, whether an officer or not, 
wilfully circulates, publishes, or makes or prepares for circulation or 
publication, or concurs in so circulating, publishing, making, or preparing 
avy written statement or account relating to the financial affairs or property 
of the company which he knows to be false in any material particular, he 
shall be guilty of a misdemeanour, and shall be liable on conviction on 
indictment to imprisonment for a term not exceeding two years, or, in the 
di:cretion of the court, to a fine not exceeding £500. 

The Bengul Government has, says the Simla correspondent of the Daily 
Mail, announced that liberal compensation will be awarded to Mr. Rolt, 
the innocent victim of the recent notorious prosecution in Calcutta. Mr. 
Rolt is to be reinstated ia his position with all arrears of pay and £1,000 
damages. For many years Mr. Rolt, who is a nephew of Lord Justice 
Rolt, acted as manager of the Khagra Court for Wards Estate at Purneah, 
Bengal, and stopped many native malpractices. Consequently, he was 
not on good terms with the people, and charges were brought against him, 
but were dismissed. Eventually he was accused of having received a 
bribe of £250, and was committed for trial by Mr. Lea, a magistrate who 
had newly arrived in the district. After an eight days’ hearing in 
Caleutta, the jury stopped the case and acquitted the prisoner. The 
charge, they found, was ‘‘ concocted by the hangers-on of the Khagra 
Evtate,.”’ 

On the 30th ult., at a ladies’ night debate of the Hardwicke Society, a 
ditcussion took place on the motion ‘‘ That, for the due administration of 
justice, no jury is complete without women.” Mrs, Craigie (John Oliver 
H bbes) said that there was much jurtice in the world, and she still 





be shattered if ery. 
Feminine nature was charming, but it did not contain the first element 


of justice, for their unfairness was often the main source of their charm. 
Mr. Justice Darling said that if the motion were carried there would be an 
end of juries altogether, because they could not work. There would not 
necessarily be an end to the King’s Bench Division; he did not say chaos 
would come about, but, what would be worse, the whole administration 
of the courts of justice would be left to the Chancery Division. Mr. 
Justice Kekewich, Miss Constance Smedley, and others joined in the 


discussion. 


patents are being filed by experim 
several companies that are identified with the Edison interests. Consequently 


there are always several hundred active applications for patents pending in 
this country and abroad, the special details of which have to be remembered 
in order that they may be properly prosecuted. It is, of course, physically 
impossible for me or my de 
suits against infringers of the Edison 
they are conducted under my own direction and some by me personally. 
In this work, however, I have the assistance of other lawyers in New 
York, Chicago, Washington, London, Paris, and elsewhere. 
to the patent suits, there are many other legal actions of which this 
department has charge and many of which it directly conducts, such :s 
the usual damage suits for perso 
matters of insurance, real estate, &c.” 


the current year. 


believed that it was possible to obtain it in courts of law. That belief would 
machin 


women were once involved in the 


In the House of Commons, on Tuesday, Mr. Lewis asked the First Lord 


of the Treasury whether his attention had been drawn to the growing 
inconvenience arising out of the system of legislation by reference ; and 
whether, in cases where Government Bills referred to other statutes, the 
material portions of the statutes so referred to would be set out in a 
schedule to such Bills. 
has been caused by legislation by reference to other statutes. 
believe it will be possible to prevent that system of legislation in view of the 
time which, in modern conditions, the House takes to deal with controversial 
matters. 
of meeting the difficulty. I imagine that whenever an important Bill is 
under discussion dealing with any proposed legislation by reference there 
would be no objection to printing as a Parliamentary paper the statutes 
already passed to which reference has 
on more than one occasion adopted, and I think we shou'd be ready to 


adopt it again. 


Mr. Balfour said : I quite admit that inconvenience 
I do not 


I do not think the hon. gentleman’s suggestion is the best way 
made. That course has been 


It appears from an article in the Strand Magazine that Mr. Edison has 


found it necessary to add a legal department to his laboratory. The head 
of this department says that ‘“‘ Mr. Edison’s work being based almost 
entirely on new inventions, a large part of my work has to do with 
and suits based thereon. 
most prolific inventor and patentee of an 
1,100 applications in this county alone, for which over 700 patents have so far 
been granted, and more than 2,000 applications for foreign patents in most 
of the countries of the world, but numerous and frequent applications for 


tents 


Not only has Mr. Edison been by long odds the 
time, having filed more than 


imenters and workmen connected with the 


partment to attend personally to the many 
tents all over the world, although 


In addition 


mal injuries, actions based on contracts, 








Tre Souicrrors’ Law Stationery Socrery (Limtrep).—The sixteenth 


annual general meeting of the above society was held on Thursday, the 
30th ult., at 22, Chancery-lane, Mr. Richard Pennington, J.P., in the 
chair. The report stated that the turnover had increased from £45,404 in 
1903, to £43,811 in 1904, and that the profit for the year was £3,061 Ss. 10d., 
against £3,191 10s, 7d. in 1903. The directors recommended a dividend 
at the rate of 8 per cent. per annum free of income tax, and a division of 


rofits amongst customers of the society, whether shareholders or not, 


A accordance with the articles of association. 


The seventy-ninth annual general meeting of the Standard Life Assur- 


ance Co. was held at Edinburgh, on Tuesday, the ith of April, 1905. The 
following results for the year ended the 15th of November, 1904, were 
reported :— 5,46 policies were issued during the year, assuring £2,433,739 ; 
the claims by death during the year, including bonus additions, amounted 
to £725,516; the revenue for the year from premiums and interest 
amounted to £1,431,234; the accumulated funds at the same date 
amounted to £11,320,875, 
£306,558. 
per cent. The dividend and bonus to the proprietors was declared as 
tollows—viz., a dividend at the rate of 10 per 


shewing an increase during the year of 
The average rate of interest earned was reported to be £4 3s. 6d. 


cent. and a bonus of 16s. 
r share, making £2 per share, payable 15th May and November during 








Fixep INncomes.—Houses and Residential Flats can now be Furnished 


vu w new System of Deferred Payments especially adapted for those with 
fixed incomes who do not wish to disturb investments. Selection from the 
largest stock in the World. Everything legibly marked in plain figures. 
Maple & Co. (Limited), Tottenham Court-road, London, W.—[Apvr. } 








The Property Mart. 


Sale of the Ensuing Week, 


April }2.—Messis. Dovatas Youne & Co., at the Mart, at 2:—Brixton hill: Freehold 
Building Estate, known as Brixton-hill Estate, having a total frontage of about 
1,610ft. to Brixtop-hill, New Park-road, and Lyham-road, covering a total area of 
about 9} acres. The estate at present comprises 8&9 uages, including 18 shops, 
which for the most part are let, of the total gross rental value of £7,520 per annum, 
The estate is capable, by the construction of new roads, of providing a total se 
frontage of over 4,000ft. solicitors, Mesers, Kingsbury & Turner, Brixton-road, 5.W. 
(See advertisement, thie week, p. iv.) 
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Result of Sale. 


Messrs. H. E. Foster & Cranrietp lield their usual Fortnightly Sale (No. 784) of 
ons and Life Policies at the , Tokenhouse-yard, K.C., when the following 
ts were sold: Lot 1.—Absolute Reversion to £1,000. Lot 3.—Absolute Reversion to £210 
Lot 4.—Absolute Reversion to about £19,000. Lot 6.—Legacy to £1,000. Lot 
9.—Absolute Interest in £3,449. Lot 10.—Reversion to certain Shares of £30,000. Lot 
11.— cy of £1,000. Lot 12.—Reversion to £450. Lot 14.-Policy of Assurance for 
£500. it 15.—Policy of Assurance for £2,500. Lot 17.—Policy of Assurance for £1,000. 
Lot 18.—Policy of Assurance for £1,000. Lot 19.—Policy of Assurance for £1,042. Lot 
20.—Policy of Assurance for £1,000. The total amount realized being £18,675 








Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Rota of ReGisTRaARS In ATTENDANCE ON 


Emercexcy <Appgat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
0. 2. 





Rota. KEKEWICH. FARWELL. 
10 Mr. Godfrey Mr. Carrington Mr. Jackson Mr. Church 
R. Beal Pemberton Greswell 
Beal Carrington Jackson Church 
Carrington Beal Pemberton Greswell 
Pemberton Carrington Jackson Church 
Jackson Beal Pemberton Greswell 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Buck.ey. Joyce. Swivrey Eapy. WAsgRINGToN. 
Mr. R. Leach Mr. Theed Mr. King Mr. Farmer 
Godfrey W. Leach Farmer King 
R. Leach Theed King Greswell 
Godfrey W. Leach Farmer Church 
R. Leach Theed King W. Leach 
Godfrey W. Leach Farmer Theed 








Winding-up Notices. 
London Gazette.—F ripay, March 31. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luurep in CHANCERY. 


Biaswixouam City Orrices, Lumten—Creditors are required, on or before April 30, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, tu Cedric Percy 
Type, 33, Newhall st, Birmingham 

Baritisn Wipows’ Assurance Co, Luutsp-Petn for winding up, presented March 2, 
directed to be heard April 11. Weatherley, Bedford row, soior tor petners. Nvutice of 
appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 

- April 10 

Galienee Paper Maxvuracturine Co, Linirep—Petn for winding up, presented March 
28, directed to be heard april 11. Osborn & Osborn, Coleman st, sulors for pemer. 
Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the atter- 
noon of Apri 10 

Cuasiss Simons, Soxss, & Co, Linrrep—Creditors are required, on or before May 1, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Harry 
Edgar Clark, 7, 8t Mildred’s ct, Poultry. Rivers & Milne, Grace: hurch st, solors for 
liquidator 

Daruiscton Wacowr axp Exotxzenixc Co, Limirrp—Petn for winding up, presented 
March 29, directed to be heard April 11. Halse & Co, Cheapside, for Wilson, Sheffield, 
solor for petner. Notice of appearmg must reach the above-named not later than 
6 o’clock in the afternoon of April 10 

Exectrric Traauways Cosstruction axp Marytresasce Co, Limitep (1x Liquipation)— 
Creditors are required, on or before May 9, to send their names and addrtsees, and the 
particulars of their debts or claims, to Leslie Morse and Alfred Juhn Paine, 79, Queen 

Had ioorm, Liurtrp —Creditors are required, on or before May 15, to send their 
names and ad , and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Leslie Morse, 79, 
Queen st. Feeny, Fenchurch st, solor for liquidator 

Havuies Laws Texsis Civs, Linitep—Crecitors are required, on or before May 12, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to samuel 
Greenhalgh, 20, Acresfield, Bolton ° 

Hearox Baornens, Limitep—Creditors are required, on or before May 15, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Wiltiem Chaloner, 
4, Bridge st, Stockport. Leigh, Manchester, solor for liquidator 

New Hatt, Bremtxeuam, Linmirep—Creditors are required, on or before April 30, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Cedric Percy 
Type, 33, Newhall st, Birmingham 

Usiversat Insuraxce Loay anv Investment Co, Limitzn—Petn for winding up, 
ary March 24, directed to be beard April 11. Weatherley, Bedford row, fur 

lakeley, Dewsbury, solor for petner. Notice of appearing must 1each the above-named 
not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of April 10 

Watson's Boot Co, Liuirep—Petn for winding up, presented March 28, directed to be 
heard April 11. Raphael & Co, Moorgate st, solore for petner. Notice of appearing 
must reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of April lu 

Wavckesrnast, Linirep— Creditors are required, on or before May 12, to send their names 
and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Herbert Thomas Bloor, 
255, Finsbury pvmt House, Finsbury pymt. Vallance & Vallance, Exsex st, Strand, 
solors for liquidator 

Cousty Paratixe or LANCASTER. 
Usiimitep in CHANCERY. 


Brorey Corros Co—Petn for winding up, presented March 29, directed to be heard at the 
Aseize Courts, Manchester, April 10. pimpson & Co, Laverpool, solors for petners. 
pireety! appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon 

8 
London Gazette.—Tursvay, April 4, 


JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luourtep 1x CHancery. 


Battisa Espowmext Tea, Limitev—Petn for winding up, presented March 20, directed 
to be heard April1i1. Weatherley, Bedford row, solur tor petners. Nutice of appemong 
must reach the above-named 1ot iater than 6 0’ clock in the afternoon of April lu 

Isvians Acusts, Linitep—Creditors are required, on or before May 15, to snd their names 
and addresses, and the patticulazs of their debts or claims, to Gilbert Lewis West, 10, 
Serjeants’ inn, Fleet at 

Lett Sysoiwate, Liniren—Creditors are required, on or before May 12, to rend their 
nates and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Arthur W Cohen, 41, 
Queen Victoria st. Leviamky & Co, solors tor liquidator 

Motos & Co, Linitev—Creditors are required, on or betore May 1, to wend their names 
and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claime, to Charles James Thomas, 


202, Bishopegate ot Without, Harris & Son, New Broad st, svlors for liquidator 





Creditors’ Notices. 
Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


Last Day or Cua. 
London Gazette.—¥Fripay, March 24. 


sammy, ey AH Louisa, Lavender hill, New Wandsworth May1 White & Co, White. 

ail pi 

Barrey, Watrer, Bradford, Joiner April15 Ratcliffe & Durrance, Bradford 

DAaee, Sueeenees, Limerick, Ireland, Chief Engineer April 24 Woosnam & £mith, 
ancery 

Bex, Cuaares, JP, Holmwood, Sheffield May1 Vicars & Co, Sheffield 

BLAND, ALFRED, Wyndbam st, Marylebone April 27 Palmer, Seymour p!, Marylebone 

Bootn, Wittiam Henry, Birmingham, Jeweller May 11 Tarleton & Butlin, Bir- 


mipgham 

Seung, Watrter Henry, Queen Victoria st, Solicitor May1 Mullens & Co, Queen 

ictoria st 

CuayDLER, WILLIAM, High Stone, Leytonstone, Coal Merchant May 31 Ward & Co, 
Gracechurch st 

CuaistTmas, Cates, Warwick, Grocer May 10 ee & Bond, Warwick 

CorBISHLEY, Jouy, Rainow, nr Macclesfield April29 Johnsons, Stockport 

CrossLey, Epwarp, Halifax April 22 Humphreys & Co, Halifax 

Castitto AxBo, Don Josz Carios D’AvKarne, Viscount de, Buencs Ayres, Argentine 
Republic, South America April 22 Norton & Co, Victoria st, Westminster 

Dorvitie, Exizapetu, Gt Malvern, Worcester May 8 Dawson & Co, New sq, Lincoln's 
inn 

Drummuonp, Ropert, Stockton on Tees April 20 Cohen, Stockton on Tees 

Farmay, EpGar, Walbrook May 12 Morse & Co, Walbruok 

Fossery, Noumay, Bryn Elwyn, 8t Asaph, Fiint April24 Younge & Co, Sheffield 

Fow.es, Marra &cawey, Yelverton, Devon y 1 Lewin & Co, southampton st, 


ran 
Hansury, The Right Hon Witu1am, MP, Tam, Staffs April 29 Patersons & Co, 
incoln’s inn tields 
Haweiss, Joun Extas, East hill, Wandsworth, Railway Clerk April22 Fletcher, Deau- 
ville rd, Clapham pk 
Jackson, WaA.tTEx, Kingston upon Hull, Licensed Victualler May1 Todd, Hull 
JONES, JANNETTA, Neath,Glam April 29 Cuthbertson & Powell, Neath 
Lers, Mary, Middleton Junction, nr Manchester May1 Hall & Ritchie, Middleton 
Leeson, Eteanor, Reading April 29 Tozr & Dell, Teignmouth 
Lyyam, Exizapetu, Nottingham May 2) Watson & (o, Nottingham 
Mituine, Henny, Lachford, nr Warringoon May6 Ridgway, Warrington 
Nurratt, Joun, Attercliffe. Sheffield april?2 Auty & Sons, Sheffield 
Ommanney, Sir Erasmus, Connaught sq, Hyde Park, KCB April «9 Sutton & Co, Gt 
Wiachester st 
Parerson, Frances Anne, Ascot May 15 Kingsford & Co, Essex st, Strand 
Peary, eae - gate, South Kensington April 30 Bellord & Coveney, Queen 
ictoria s 
RavcuirFre, Gen Grorce Travis, Leamington April 25 Field & Sons, Leamington 
Rous, Epmunp, Weedon, Bucks, Grocer April 22 Horwood & James, Aylesbury 
Ross, Jessiz, Snaith, Yorks May 24 E & T Clark, Snaitb, Yorks 
Rowcszort, Saran, Droylsden, nr Manchester, Beer Retuilar May 3 Ellison, A:hton 
under Lyne 
Sat, Epwarp, Akeley, Bucks April 30 Hearn & Hearn, Buckingham 
Sauter, Ceria, Watford, Herts May18 Lovell & Co, Gray’s inn sy 
SEAGRAVE, Samurt Waricut, Gleadless, nr Sheffield, Seedsman April 29 Branson & 
Son, Sheftield 
—_— oe Day, St Leonards on Sea, Wholesale Stationer May5 Vandercom & 
Jo, Bush In 
Simmons, Tuomas, Leamington, Warwick, Bookseller April 29 Blaker, Leam‘ngton Spa 
Revitt, Joun, Little Hea:h, Potters Bar April25 Peard & Son, Budge row, Canuon st 
Vaw Reeru, Louis Jean Maxns, Anvers, Belgium April 23 Duré, Bibiter st 
Wa tens, ‘I'nomas, Commerce rd, Wood Green, Plasterer April 24 Crvit & Mortimer, 
Coleman st 
Wart, Mary Anse, Hyde Park mans, Marylebonerd April25 Thompson & Debenhams, 
Falter’s Hall ct, Connon st 
Dray, Tuomas, Pendleton, Lancs May 24 Walker & Co, Manchester 
bite oun. Cold Hatton, Salop, Innkeeper April 22 Warrea & Upton, Mark«t 
rayton 
Wetcu, Cuaeies, Claygate, Surrey April 25 Gibson & Co, Portugal st bldgs, Linzoin’s 
ina 
Waite, Martna, Liandudno May1 Bellis, Llandudno 
WailtLock, WILLIAM, Central Fish Market, Farrioguon st, Fishmonger May1 Noon & 
Clarke, Gt St Helen’s 
Witiiams, Beysamix, Guernymynydd, nr Mold, Flint May 1 Roberts, Mold 
London Gazette.—Turspay, March 28, 


Betiew, Harry Bawpen, Wiveliscombe, Somerset May3 Payne, Milverton, Somerset 

Brusn, Anxe Exiza, Chfton, Bristol Apml30 Meade & Co, Bristol 

Buck.er, ALEXanvER, Chancery ln, Shorthand Writer May 15 Atkinson & Dresser, 
Finsbury rq 

CARTER, _ Ann Fiorexce, Exeter mans, Brondesbury April 30 Pettiver, College 
hil 


Cuark, Ayn. Rugby April 15 Eeabrooke & Scn, Rugby 

pomme, Martruew, Helperby, Yurs, Farm Labourer May1 Hirst & Capes, Borough- 
bri 

a Pontesbury, Falop April 23 Hughes, Shrewsbury 

Epwakrps. #1124, Chorlton on Mediwck, Manchester May 8 Eaton, Manchester 

Eveaitr, WILLIAM SyitH, Southampton May9 Coxwell & Pope, Southampton 

Fraser, Epuusp Lomax, Shere, Surrey May 1 Jull & Godfrey, Queen Anne’s gate, 
West minster 

Frost, Sir Tuomas Gipvons, Queen's Park, Chester April 28 Potts & Co, Chester 

Gou.p, Jamzs, Sutherland st, Pimlico, Cabiaet Maker May 1 Marchant & Cc, Br-ad- 
way, Deptford 

Gray, CuarLes Travers, Upton on Severn, Worcester April 29 Hyde & Sons, Wore: ster 

Gansign, mente Sanven, Codnor Park, Derby, Wholesale Druggist April 25 Masser, 
Leeds 

GreenHatas, Eviza Ayy, Delph, York, Draper May 1 Cooper & Sons, Manchester 

Gaivvin, WituiAm, JP, Altrincham May9 Markland & Whitehead, Manchester 

Hewerr, Wittiam, Putney Mayl Ime & Co, Fenchurch st 

He.roy, Grorce, Freckleton, Lancs May 23 Hart-Dyke, Lancaster pl 

Horsiey, Cuarites, Highbury New park April 25 May & Co, Laurence Pount(ney hill 

Jersos, Bessiz, Walsingham, Norfolk May15 Munons & Longden, Old Jewry 

Jessop, Wit1t1AM Srink, Hemsworth, York April 29 Scholefield & Scholefield, Wakefield 

Kenwarick, Avoustus, Bromsgrove May 10 Hawkins, Birmiagham 

Kippie, Cuances Henry, Ke t rd, Rich d prii28 ‘Taylor, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Lacey, Wavter, Goswell rd April 25 Clarke & Co, Duncan st, Lelington 

Lucas, Evuunp, Sheffield, Commercial Traveller May 2 Clegg & Sons, th tiield 

Lurvos, Kuma, New Brighton May1 Smith & Son, Liverpovoi 

Lyos, Joen Dickox, Kingston upon Hull May6 England & Co, Holl 

Lyons, Marcanet Guaxcy, Kensington ct mans Mayl Jui & Godfrey, Queen Anne's 
gate, Westminster 

Mawsces, Jony, Leyionstone, Waiter April24 Pumfrey & fon, Paternoster row 

Maxvietp, Emma Francis, Beeckley May Stevens & Drayton, Queca Victoria st 

Mivuixe, Kicuarp May, Church 14, Upper Norwocd, MD, BA (Lond) Muay 1 Burn- 
ham & Co, Wellingborough 

Mosery, Bixpa, West End lane, West Hampstead April 28 Russell & Arnholz, Gt 
Winchester st 
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O.pHam, Anne, Gee Cross, nr Hyde, Chester May6 J& ethny oy 

Overton, Rev Jonn Henry, Gumley, Leics 2. Allisons & Allisons, re oath 

pee. Bones James, Wotton, Glos, Licensed Victualler April 30 Heath & Eckersall, 
eltenham 


8 G W: Gore Park, Eastbourne May 1 inn toe East bourne 

einer, Ronuer Burra Burra, ‘Stamfordhem, Northumberland, Doctor May'15  Stobo & 

SINGLETON, SCanuane 5 busier, Eastbourne April 29 Arnould & Son, New ct, 
Linco! "s 


PsrcevAL, Coar.es Georae, St John’s _ Se 6 Bell, King st, Covent garden 
May Kung st, Covent garden 
May 15 Emmet & Co, Bloomsbury sq 
PoyyDER, VERE TynDALEz, Southsea April 30 Green & Co, Southampton 
RapcuiFrre, Frances, Ashton under Lyne, Draper May 1 Hitton, Ashton under gee 
Salesman April 30 


Percevat, Rosa, 8t John’s 
Pocarn, James Winstaney, Lerwick, mn he 


Rup, Wiii1am, Birmingham, mmission 
Birmingham 


g' 
L. ALBERT Jonn, Moretonhampstead, De Jeweller May 6 Hutchings & | Tay.on, James, Blackburn, Li 
i. Hutchin Age : ” Tomas, Mancaret, St Thomas, Swansea April 12 James, 8 
Wri.sury, ALFaep Grorcr, Scarborough, Cabinet 


Wirt, Arruur Epmuunp, Cardiff, Railway Clerk April 29 seomee 8 eee cleeet 
| Warews, — Auicra Wetvarp, Tickhill Castle, or Rotherham 
Neate, Southampton st, Bloomsb 


gs. Teignmouth 


Rwiey, Rosert, Lanestead, Durham, Farmer April 13 Thompeon, Stanhope, 
Roperts, ALFRED, Clent, Woreester May 1 Gosnell & Tiernay, Fiasbury pvmt 
RosekILiy, Ricnarp pow, 2 Clare & May1 Pearce, D rt 


Saxton, Joun, Sheffield ~s Sons, Sheffield 
Saxton, Saran, Sheffield May 2 Clegg & Sons, Sheffield 


Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gaszette.—Fripay, March 31. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Acton, Ggorce, Runcorn, Chester, Farmer Warrington 
Pet March 29 Ord March 29 
AgNFIELD, Anne Huaues, Dolgelley, Merioneth, Stationer 
Aberystwyth Pet March 27 Ord 27 
Banton, FrepeRick eee t Sheffield, Plumber Sheffield 
29 


Pet March 17 Ord 
Be.cuer, Witi1aM, Stanhope ter, Bayswater rd, Padding- 
ton, Brick Merchant igh Court Pet March9 Ord 
March 28 
Bettersy, WatterR Hewyry, Coventry, Grocer Coventry 
et March 2 Ord Marc 
Bennett, Stuzon Harpy, St Mary, Bishophill the Younger, 
k, Clerk in Holy Orders York Pet March 2 
Ord March 28 
Bourne, WautEr, Smethwick, Sais. Grocer West Brom 
wich Pet March 29 Ord March 29 
Burcs, Taomas Samvet, Shrub Hill, Worcester, ~ gt Pro- 
prietor Worcester Pet March’18 Ord March 28 
Corks, James Tuomas, Maidstone, Confectioner Maidstone 
Pet March 27 Ord March 27 
Cross, Louis Hepsurn, ‘ae st, Merchant High Court 
Pet March7 Ord 28 
Cucxow, Joun Cuaries Reuben, es, Kent, 
Licensed Victualler Maidstone Pet March 29 Ord 
March 29 
Davigs, Davin, Aberba: , Mon, Grocer Tredegar Pet 
March 27 Ord Mar 
Daviss, Witt1am Rees, Builth Wells, Brecon, Grocer 
ewtown Pet March 28 Ord March 28 
Fawcett, Caturrine, Horsforth, nr Leeds Leeds Pet 
March 28 Ord March 28 


| Henry Joux, Lewes, Outfitter Lewes Pet March 
Ord March 28 

ee. Basar 8Hotto A Dovatas, Aldershot, Hants 
Guildford Pet Feb8 Ord March 28 

Harris, Samvet. Cuoartes, Mumbles, Glam, Hair Dresser 
Swansea Pet March 98 Ord March 28 

Iverson, Josern Henry, Leeds Pet March 10 
Ord March 

Kirsy, Faepexick Szymovur, Ikeston, Butcher Derby Pet 
March 29 Ord March 29 

Kirksy, Jonn Water, Bossall, Yorke, Farmer York Pet 
March 27 Ord March 27 


Lam, Lavip, Cheetham, Manchester, Cap Manufacturer 
Manchester Pet March 29 Ord March 29 

Lawson, W1i.1aM Geurce, Cheltenham, Hosier Chelten- 
ham Pet March 27 Ord March 27 

Lrieun, Jon, Derby, Boot Repairer Derby Pet March 27 
Ord March 27 


lave, Suse H, Hyde Park pl High Court Pet Feb 284 A 


Lewy, H T, Castle st East High Court Pet March 1¢ 
Ord March 29 


Masrorp, Jony, and Anne ys Cressa; Salop, 
Farmers Shrewsbury Pet March Ord March 28 
Morean, Ropert, Tonypandy, Glam Boot Sealer Ponty- 
pridd. Pet March 37 Ord Mare 

Morais, Joun, Pembroke, Coschbeildne Pembroke Dock 
Pet March 27 Ord March 27 

Morton, Witu1am Henry, Hale, nr Altrincham, Cheshire, 
Mason Manchester Pet March 28 Ord March 28 

Movysz, Jonny ‘wry Ipswich, Horse Dealer Ipswich 
Pet March 28 Ord March 28 

= Witu1am, Summerfield, Hartlebury, Worceste: 

arket Gardener Kidderminster Pet March 25 % Ord 

March 25 

Newman, Freperick James, Croydon, ae Merchant 
Croydon Pet March 27 Ord March § 

Norrneper, Joun, sen, Ranby, Retford, Notts, Farmer 
Halifax Pet March 13 Ord March 

Puiayrair, Davin, South View, Jarrow, nse Newcastle 
on Tyne Pet March 29 Ord March 

Proverss, WILLIAM ALFRED, Birmingham, Printer Bir- 
mingham Pet March 29 Ord March 

Rosinson, Tuomas, and Joun Jackson _ am Seaton 
Sluice, Northumberland, Builders Newcastle on Tyne 
Pet 24 Ord March 29 

Rooxe, Tuomas Heaseat, Brighton Stationer Brighton 
Pet March 28 Ord March 28 

Row.anps, LA, Tenb ee. Spy Victualler 
Pembroke Dock ’ Pet March 27 rd March 27 

Souter, Tomas +e etoster, Patent Agent 
Leicester Pet March 29 ’ Ord March’ , 

Smirn, Henry, New viewley D Derb Manufac- 
turer Derby Pet Marc “ye 


Srargs, Wisasam, Lenton, No’ bod, Furniture Dealer 
Nottingham Pet March 29 Ord March 29 

Suniey, Wii11am, Clayton West, Yorks Barnsley Pet 
Marc Ord March 


28 
Taomas, Herserr Joun, Ne’ Ironmonger 
Newport. Mon Pet March Tord meh 27 


Torr, Henry, Hunslet, Leeds, Te or's Cutter Leeds Pet 
March 27° Ord March 27 


Siace, MarGaeet, 


irming 
Sowpey, Mary , Scar! 
Gateley & Son, | Stock, Tuomas Suurr, Ni 
Stuart, Witiiam THom, 














evonpo 








Mugienl, Baker High 
wansea, Engine Driver 


Voert, Curistiax, Downham rd, 
Court Pet Feb 28 Ord arch 
Voizey, Gusase, Moriston 
et March 28 Ord March 38 
Warkis, BA. Northam; , Timber 
Northampton Pet March28 Ord March 28 
Warkix, Warren Wiitiam, Linslade, Bucks, Timber 
w ——e Northam: Pet March'28 a 
HITNEY, JonN Tuomas, Longsight, Manchester, Builder 
Manchester Pet March 14 Ord March 27 
Wikis, WitL14m Epwi, Bristol, Bristol Pet 
March 29 0; 29 


Amended notice substituted for that pam te 
the London Gazette of March 17 


Avpriver, Harry, Snteeet, Builder Commu Pet 
Feb18 Ord March 14 


Amended notice substituted for that pais in 
the London Gazette of March 24 


Bineee, & Anniz Kate, oy rd, Putney " Wandsworth 
Pet Dec 20 Pet March 2: 


FIRST a 


AvprincE, Harry, Catford, Builder April 11 at 12.30 24, 
Railway app, London Bridge 

Bakker, RMAN EpGar, Millwood, Todmorden, 
Maker April 13 at 11.15 Off Rec, 14, hy > 


Betcuer, Witiiam, Stanhope Bayswater 
Paddington, Brick Merchant ey PT 
ruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Be.iersy, Water Henry, Coventry, Grocer April 10 at 
12 Off Rec, 8, High st, Coven’ 

Bennett, Simzon Harpy. St Mary ~~ the Younger, 
xorore Aprilllat4 Off Rec, The House, Duncombe 

,» York 

Bowes, Epwarp, Blackpool, Draper April 14 at 3 Off 
Kee, 14, Chapel st, Preston - 

Bropson, SaRau, Nottingham, Bed ding Manufacturer 
April 11 at 11” Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Notting- 


Burcu, Taomas Samurt, Shrub Hill, Worcester, Hotel 
Proprietor April 8 at 11.30 45, Copenhagen at, 


otcester 
CorkE, James Tomas, Maidstone, Kent, Confectioner 
April 12 at 10.45 9, King st, stone 
Cross, — Herrsuan "Newgate st, Merchant April 11 at 


ll 
Cuoxow, Jonny CHARLES. pm Wateringbury, Kent, 
Licensed Vi April 12 at 1030 9, st, 


Maidstone 
Cuzner, paaet, Reading, Toy Dealer April 11 at 3 14, 


Bedford row 
—, WILLiaM pe a, oon Grc cer 
11 at 2.30 8 Shrewsbury 
Durtox, Joux, Dukinfield, Cheshire, Smallware Dealer 
April 8 at 11.30 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 
Epwarps, Brxsamin, Hirwain, Brecknock, Labourer April 
at12 135, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 
Fawcett, Catrareine, Horsforth, nr Leeds priv 12 at 
11.30 Se, SS ee, See 
Goprrey, Tuomas Scrimseaw, Dullingham, 
April 11 at 2.30 The White’ Bact Bont 
H ny Cu Cambridge, Dra: April 11 at 
—_ LFRED CHARLES, ridge, per 1 
Off Ree, 5, Pen Sis wo — 
we I. Gronct Hay Worcest:r, Grocer ~~ 
10 at 1 Ruskin A aaty 191, Canpeeaiien st, Bir- 


Hoyts, cry New ‘ket, Lancaster, 
April 14 at 3.15 On ne Ree, 14, Chapel st, Preston 

Darrazys, Epwin A.tFrep, Shre p, Baker April 
8 at 12.30 Off Rec, 42, 8t John’s , Shrewsbury 

Jou®s, Faxpeniox MeErepiTH, . Denbigh, Saddler 
April ll at 11.30 The " 

Jonzs, Hoes Epwiy, Liscard, Grocer April ll at 12 Off 


, 35, Vi 
Juve, Janes, ave . Music Seller April 10 at 12 Off 
ictoria st, st, Liverpool 

KILocrax, Screens Pete. Labemee April 19 at 3 
Off Ree, 8, Albert rd. brough 

Kriexsy, Jonn WAtrss, Bossall Yorks, Farmer Agel ll 
at 2.30 Off Rec, The Red House, Duncombe ork 

Lewin, H T, Castle st East April 11 at 2.30 


at 
Mayrorp, Joun, and Axnz Mawnrorp. 
Farmers April 15 at 11.80 Off Rec, aie 


jury 
Monro, Wiciiam, Summerfield, Hartle Worcester, 
Gardener April 12et145 Mr Thure- 
field, Solicitor, Kiddermi: 


Onatey, Cuarurs. Srovs, High st, Clapham, Tailor April 
liat1130 2% app, London Bridge 
Parry, ALBERT, SARAH ARRY, Jonny Howantn, ANNIE 
uisA Howarts, Grorce Warrrigip, Jossru 
Wictiram Baxter, and Susan Baxter, Blackburn, 
Printers April 10 at 11 Off Rec, 14, Chapel st, 





Sheffield April 
Surra, Frupisaspo Dup.ey Lea, Halesowen 





22 Chambers & Son. Sheffield 
Grange, Worcester May1 Wragge & Co, 


May1 Nak BAe pgs tee rborough 
‘orcester yi T & JW Simoos, Bi 


Maker “May 10 re 


Selleman & 
jury, 


Penne.t, Grorce, Grainsby, North Thoresby, Lincs, Hay 
Dealer ‘April’ at 11 Off Rec, 15, Osborne st, Gt 


PLarvat avip, Jarrow, Durham, Draper April 11 at 12 
Off Bae, 90, Mosley st, Newcastie eastie on is 
Paice, Joun Wusan, Cnstit, Thitee April 10 at 12 117, 
Card: 

Rep, FRrEeDERick Wirtram, Norton, Durham, Labourer 
April 12 at 3 Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, Middlesbrough 
—_ anaen: 2 om 3 ’ Provision April 10 at 3 
Rina Gustay iinanton Cy Be Holl, Importer April 

Off Rec, Trinity House ta eet 

mean: Gneaams Henry, ane Northampton, 
Auctioneer’s Clerk April ‘at 12 Ot Ree, Bridge st, 

Rosrnson, osepH, Medomsley, Dnrham, Licensed 
Vietualler April 8 at 11 Off Rec, 80, Mosley st, New- 
castle on Tyne 

Ruma.e, Aubert Epwarp, Owlsmoor, nr oniees, Berks, 
Grocer age 8 Queen's Hote Reading 

Sipesotrom, Henry, Urmston, ey April 8 at ll 
Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Surrx, ALEXaNDER, Peel st, Notting Hill April 10 at 11 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Suits, Hewry, Gringiey pend Hill, Notts, Builder April 
18 at 12 "Off Ree, 31, Silver st, Lincoln 

Srarrer, Tomas, Egerton, . Farmer April 13 

om eee ada Ba April 12 at 12.15 

Oeree oe te Wii1tam, san, Hebi Bridge, Yorks April 13 at 11 

Torr. Huser, et, Leeds, Tailor’s Cutter April 12 at 

Off Rec, 22, Park row. Leeds 
Tanvecs W hte | Joan, Herd York, p eacten Eitan 


Off Ree, 8, Al rd. 
Vi Cc . aa i 
aa moran Soa, April 


PLY 


SMYRNA 





Recognised 
MARKET for 


ORIENTAL 
CARPETS 
and RUGS 


LARGEST SELECTION 
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Compare Prices 


Tottenham Court Road London 
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Warktys, S1pxzy, Westbury on Severn, Glos, Cupuilie 
April 8at12 Off Rec, Station rd. Gloucester 

Wueat.ey, ay" Norton on Tees, Durham, Grocer’s 
Manager ss. Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, 


Wuirr, James oe. King st, Covent Garden April 12 at 11 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Acrox, Grorcz, ——. ame, Farmer Warrington 
Pet March 29 Ord March 
—- Ayye Hocues, Doigelly, ey Stationer 
berystwyth Pet March 27 Ord March 2 
Seseaene, Water Henry, Coventry, a Coventry 
Pet March 25 Ord March 25 


Bexyett, Sumron Harpy, Saint Mary Bishophill the 
Younger, York, Clerk in Holy Orders York Pet 
Ord March 28 
Bourne, Water, Smethwick, Staffs, Grocer West Brom- 
wich Pet March 29 Ord March 29 
Burcu, Tuomas Samvet, Shrub Hil Worcester, Hotel 
Worcester Pet March 18 Ord March 28 
Corks, James Tuomas, —_—— Confectioner Maidstone 
Pet March 27 Ord March 27 
CripcanD, Frepsrick Hexry, Bournemouth, Chartered 
it Poole Ord March 20 
Cuckow, Joun Cuaries Revsey, b ny yl Kent, 
Licensed Victualler Maidstone Pet March Ord 


March 29 
Davirs, Davin, Aberbargoed, Grocer Tredegar Pet March 
27 ' Ord March 27 


Daviss, Josern, Saint Clears, Carmarthen, Licensed 
Victualler Carmarthen Pet March2 Ord March 27 

Farepank, Epwarp ArtTsur, Halifax, Mill 
Halifax Pet Feb 20 Ord March 23 

Fawcett, oe, Horsforth, nr Leeds Leeds Pet 
March 28 Ord 


March 28 
Frivo, Aurrep, Bristol, Builder Bristol Pet March 22 
Grd March 


29 
Harais, Dawizt, Aner’ Croydon Pet March 22 Ord 
2 ley yd 


Hanzzis, a. CHARLES, —— Glam, Hair Dresser 
Swansea Pet March 28 Ord March 28 


Hitcucock, Fat Whiteley 1a. Gi ae Stonemason 
= Bi i t March 16 5 ahs — = ei 
ORREX, Joun Henry, King’s Hea’ orcester, er 
Birmingham Pet March 23 Ord March 29 


Kirpy, Frepgrick Seymour, Ilkeston, Butcher Derby 
Pet March 29 Ord March 


Kirxsy, Joux Watrer, ey Yorks, Farmer York 
Pet March 27 Ord March 


Lam, Davip, Cheetham, endestien Manufacturer 
“fuanchester Pet March 29° Ord March 29 


Larwer, Vincent Hageisox, Glencoe mans, Brixton rd, 
Traveller in Wines High Court "Pet Jan 28 Ord 


28 
Lawsox, Witt1am Geonee, | Hosier Uhelten- 
Pet March 27 Ord March 27 
Lezicu, Joz, Derby, Boot Repairer Derby Pet March 27 
Ord March 27 


Martruews, Epwarp, Charles sq, <~ Printer High 
Court Pet March3 Ord March 

Maxwe11, Tuomas StTasisiavs, Falmouth rd, Southwark, 
Solicitor’sCierk High Court Pet March? Urd March 29 

=x" os Tonypandy, Glam, Boot Dealer Ponty- 

et March 27 Ord March 27 

Molun 2 Rng Pembroke, Coachbuilder Pembroke Dock 
Pet March 27 Ord March 27 

Moztox, Witt1am Hesey, Hale, nr Altrincham, Cheshire, 
Mason Manchester Pet March 28 Ord March 28 

a, Jouyx fom Tecewese, Ipewich, Horse Dealer Ipswich 


Worcester, 
25 Ord 


PRK — ee James, Croydon, (Glass Merchant 
Pet March 27 Ord March 27 
Roszets, Joszru, Walsall, House Furnisher Walsall Pet 
Feb 25 Ord March 27 
Rosissox, Joszpn, Medomsley, Durham, Licensed Vic- 
nw le gata on Tree Pet March 25 Ord 
Rooxe, Taomas a, Brighton, Stationer Brighton 
Pet Maren 28 Ord March 29 
Bow.asps, Witt! ~ Tenby, Pembroke, Licensed Victualler 
embroke Dock Pet 27 Ord March 27 
Sevescs, Oscan Cuanres, Gt Russell st, Motor Car Con- 
structor High Court Pet Feb i3 Ord Mareh 29 
Sumuse, Cuaztzs Roseet, Hartley Wintney, Hants, 
urseryman Winchester Pet Feb17 Ord March 18 
Suoursz, Tuomas Sivxzy, Leicester, Patent Agent 
Leicester Pet March 29’ Ord March 29 
Sipezortou, Hexry, Urmston, Lancs, Engineer Salford 


Pet March 4 Ord ang. = Pa 

Suz, F ts inn, Strand, Auctioneer 
nd Maoch 38 

Lace Manufacturer 


we... Wim, Summerfield, or 
Market Gardener Kidderminster et 





ra March 20 


™ 
Scxier, Witiiam, Clayton West, Yorks, Retired Publican 
March 28 


Pet March 28 Ord 


Tuomas, Heezeet Jonuy, ronmonger 
N March 27 Ord March 27 

Torr, Hexsy, Hunslet, Leeds, Tailor’s Cutter Leeds 
Pet Maren 27 Ord March 27 


Vorzer, Gronce, Morriston, Swansea, Engine Driver 
Swansea Vet March 23 hy -) Al 


Waris yg Ne Dalit Timber 
Merchant N a Pet ‘Match 28° Ord Ord ed March 28 


Wartkis, oases ae IAM, Bue 
Merchant No et March 2s Ont March 28 
Wuarrser, Joux Tuomas, Loogelabt ey Builder 
Pet March 14 Ord March 29 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED AND RECEIVING 
ORDER RESCINDED. 
Arruczr, Duvter Eicessv, Park st, Grosvenor aq, Major 
Court Kec Ord Jaly 2, 1904 Adjud Aug 14, 
Bese and Annul March 2, 1905 








MERRY WEATHER. LOMDOW . - 
MERRYWEATHERS’ “ VALIANT ’ ” STEAM 
PUMP AT WORK. 


Write for Illustrated 





MERRYWEATHER 


On FIRE PROTECTION and WATER SUPPLY 
To COUNTRY 


MERRYWEATHER & SONS, 63, LONG ACRE, W.C., LONDON, 


FIRE ENGINE MAKERS TO HM. THE KING. 


MANSIONS, ESTATES, &c. 


The ‘4 VALIANT ’”’ is adapted for every kind of 
Pumping Work, including— 

Fire Protection, 

Water Supply to Houses and Farms, 

Watering Cattle, 

Pumping Out Ponds, 

Irrigating Land, 

Watering Lawns and Gardens, 

Washing Hops, Fruit Trees, &c., &c, 


THE LICHTEST AND MOST POWERFUL PUMP ON 
THE MARKET. 
Weight 6} cwt. Simple in Construction. 


AS SUPPLIED TO-— 


Earl Fitzhardinge. E. W. Harcourt, Esq. 
Lord Gifford. Earl Scarborough. 

Lord Pirbright. Baron F. de Rothschild, 
Sir Edward Malet Monaco). | Hon. D. Waring. 
Sidney Harrison, og Jee 


. Sir Phillip Egerton. 
Wilberforce Bryant, Esq. | Miss A. de Rothschild 
A. MacKenzie, Esq., &c., ‘ae. 


Pamphlet No. 829%. 














London Gazette.—Tvurspay, April 4. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Abas, FRepesick, Little Cressingham, Norfolk, Farmer | 
King’s L; Pet April1 Ord April 1 
Barnett, Witi1am, Landport, Hants, Naval Pensioner | 
Portemouth Pet 20 Ord March 31 
ew Nunhead, Surrey Greeawich Pet March 
1 


B ee ow Fa -? C  Latgin h Ki 

ATES, JOHN any ‘am! ghouse eeper | 
tole, i i ast 
Braman, "Hear, Blipper Maker Leeds Pet March 


ao L od York, Plasterer York Pet March 
30 Ord March 30 

Brooks, Jonny, Le Sey Staffs, Pn me Mason 
West Bromwich Pet March 13’ Ord March 30 

Browns, JaAmMeEs, Broughton, Ks. my Farmer | 
Northampton Pet March 31 Ord 

Canty, Henry Hit, K upon Hull, Butcher 
Kingston upon Hull Pet ch 30 Ord March 30 


Coutins, Harotp Epwarp, Newcastle on Tyne, Licensed 

baer ay Newcastle on Tyne Pet 30 Ord 
30 
Cox, E REGINALD sate Station , Kew Gardens, Wine 
th ‘et March 31 Ord March 31 

Crookes, wenn, Darnall, Sheffield, Builder Sheffield 
Pet Feb 16 Ord March 30 

Cutuimogg, F E, Ashford, Middlesex, Builder Kingston, 
Surrey Pet et March 6 ‘Ord March 30 

Davey, ArTuvr, a Somerset, Grocer Taunton 
Pet March 20 April1 

Diivos, Mary Kezia, Lianfairfechan, Carnarvon Bangor 
Pet March 31 March 


31 
Dvuoxirr, Tom, Hemsworth, Yorks,Grocer Wakefield Pet 
March 30 Ord March 30 
Suan, CuarLoTTe, Leeds, Costumier Leeds Pet 
March 30 Ord March 30 


Fovuups, Joux, Nuneaton, Warwick, Draper Coventry Pet 
March 30 Ord March 30 

Frost, Caaries Henry, Doncaster, Coal Merchant Sheffield 
Pet March 80 Oad March 30 

Gear, —— Lower Richmond rd, Putney, Licensed 
Victualler High Court Pet March 14 0 "March 31 

Hatt, Isasetita, North Shields, Stationer Newcastle on 

s ie | ing ney ee — Se Sten Pet 

ALL, Joun Tuomas, Atherton, Dry nD 

March 80 Ord March 30 

Harngisox, Wittiam Wa.poueg, vate, Notts, Grocer 
8 Pet 1 Ord ch 8. 

Hess, >: Seeee, as Gostens, Journalist High Court Pet 

Ord March 8 


Hires & Co, Atsese Aldgate. Tobacco Leaf Merchants 
High Court Pet March? Ord March 31 
Huacoins, Seam Leyton, Builder High Court Pet 
March 15 Ord March 31 
JEyxkine, aaene, Lianfairfechan, Carnarvon Bangor Pet 
i 


April 1 A 1 
Jessunun, Exvsas, a High Court Pet March 1 
Ord March 31 
Litris, Witiiam, Leeds, Tinner, Leeds Pet March 29 
rd March 29 


0 

Lyte, Witiiam, Berwick upon Evert, Chemist Newcastle 
on Tyne Pet 1 Ord A) 

Morvrerr Anraus AMES, Lowenott, eee Gt Yar- 
mouth Pet March 41° Oud “arch 3 

Musszay, mt O.tver, Roth 
March Newcastle on Tyne ‘pa Sve ot Moe 
March 31 


Coedfranc, Glam, Ironmonger 





Owex, Joux, Skewen 
Aberayon Pet Aprill Ord April 1 


| Pacey, Wa tres Hexsert Heyry, Wisbech St Peter, Cam- 
bridge, : eames King’s Lynn Pet Marchi Ord 
March 3 


Pace, ene Coorg, Bootle, Tailor Liverpool Pet 
March 


30 Ord 30 

Pipp, Joun Grorer, — Tea Dealer Salford Pet 
March 3 Ord March 3 

} | Pontos, Isaac, Coueel Lincs, Machine Owner Peter- 
borough Pet April 1 ‘Ord April 1 

Ranpatt, Epwarp Gasaigt, Maidenhead, Fishmonger 
Windsor Pet March 29 Ord March 29 

Rosixson, Watrer Byart, Frithville gdns, Saint» 

ush, Commercial Traveller High Court Pet Ma 
31 Ord March 31 


| Row.inson, C, King’s Lone. 2 Tobacconist King’s Lynn 

P-t March 20 Ord March 30 

ScuyeipeRMaN, Barnett, Bridport pl, New North rd, 
Provision Dealer High Court Pet March 13 Ord 


—- 30 
| Scort, J Rosson, Blandford, Dorset 
March 2 Ord April 1 
Srarrorp, Ceci, Montacusz, Leeds, Photographer Leeds 
Pet h 30 Ord March 30 


| 
| 
| 
| 


Dorchester Pet 


Srezt, cong = Farm, nr Crossgates, Yorks, 
Farmer field Pet March 18 Ord March 31 
SumMMERBELL, Som 4 Flint, Boot Dealer Bangor 
Pet March 30 Ord March’ 30 

Teask, Annik, Blaenclydach, Glam, Fish Merchant Ponty- 
pridd Pet March 31 Ord March 31 

VeaL, Stanuey Cuagves Uiatrsorye, Crakehall, or 
Bedale, Yorks, Auctioneer Northallerton Pet March 
29 Ord March 

WALKER be = Henny, York, Grocer York Pet 
April 1 April 1 

Watkins, ‘oun Merthyr Tydfil, y ete Merthyr 
Tydfil Pet March 30 Ord March 30 : 

Wuirerey, Cuarvorre, Elland, nr Halifax, Grocer Halifax 

‘et March 30 Ord March 30 

Wass, Gerorce, Ferryhill, poem, Innkeeper 
Pet March 17 Ord March 

Waicar & Co, Raurs, Lower Thames st, pe Merchant 
High Court Pet Feb 23 Ord March 3 

Youna, ALexanpeERr, North Shields, C sbinet Maker New- 
castle on Tyne Pet April 1 Ord April 1 


Amended notice substituted for that patti in 
the London Gazette of March 28 


Greatsatcu, WititiAm Caries, Burslem, wg J Meat 
Salesman Hanley Pet March 14 Ord March 


Durham 





Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
SoLicrTors’ JOURNAL with regularity it is 
requested that application be made direct to 
the Publisher, at 27, Chancery- lane. 

Annual Subscriptions, WHICH MUST BE PAID 
IN ADVANCE: SoLicrrors’ JOURNAL and 
WEEKLY REPORTER, in Wrapper, 52s., 

t-free. SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL only, 26s. ; 
Country, 288. ; Foreign, 308. 4d, WEEKLY 
REPORTER, in Wrapper, 268.; Country or 
Foreign, 288. 

Volumes bound at the Office—cloth, 28. 9d. ; haly 

| law calf, 5a. 6d. 
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